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In the Court of Appeals of the District of Columbia. 


No. 2363. 

George R. A. Willey et al., Appellants, 

vs. 

George T. Stormont et al. 

And 

No. 2364. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Appellant, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont et al. 


a Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, Complainants, 

vs. 

George R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey, Defendants. 

and 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont, Richard Washington, George R. A. Wil¬ 
ley, and Beatrice Stormont, Defendants. 

^ Consolidated. 

United States of America, 

District of Columbia , ss: 

Be it remembered, That in the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, at the City of Washington, in said District, at the times 
hereinafter mentioned, the following papers were hied and proceed¬ 
ings had in the above entitled causes, to wit: 


1—2363a 
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1 Bill of Complaint. 

Filed October 25, 1910. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29,717. 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, Complainants, 

vs. 

George R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey, Defendants. 

Your complainants respectfully show to the Court: 

1. That they are citizens of the United States, residing in the 
District of Coiumbia, and that they bring this suit in their own 
right. 

2. That the defendants, George R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Wil ¬ 
ley are citizens of the United States and also residents of the Dis 
tnct of Columbia and are sued in their own right. 

3. That on, to wit, September 15, 1910, your complainant, George 
T. Stormont, was the owner of certain land and premises in the City 
of Washington, District of Columbia, known and described as Lot 
numbered Twenty-seven (27) in Square numbered Thirty-five Hun¬ 
dred and Seventy-four (3574) in said City and District, improved 
by a dwelling known as premises 308 R Street, Northeast, the same 

being then worth about Thirty-five Hundred (3500.00) Dol- 

2 lars, subject to a deed of trust or encumbrance of Fourteen 
Hundred (1400.00) Dollars, the value of the equity of your 

complainant therein being about Twenty-one Hundred (2100.00) 
Dollars. That your complainant was the owner of the fee simple 
title to said land and premises and had a good record title thereto. 

4. That on, to wit, September 15, 1910, the defendant, George 
R. A. Willey, was the owner of certain land and premises in said 
City of Washington, District of Columbia, known and described as 
Lot numbered Nineteen (19) in Square numbered Twenty-seven 
Hundred and Nine (2709) in “Saul’s Addition to the City of Wash¬ 
ington,” District of Columbia, with improvements thereon known 
as premises numbered 1403 Delafield Place, Northwest, the same 
being then worth about the sum of Seven Thousand (7,000.00) Dol¬ 
lars, and being subject to a deed of trust for Thirty-five Hundred 
(3500.00) Dollars. 

5. That on said date, to wit, September 15, 1910, said defendant/ 
George R. A. Willey, entered into a contract in writing to sell and 
convey said land and premises with improvements known as 1403 
Delafield Place, Northwest, as above more particularly described, to 
your complainant, George T. Stormont, in consideration of the con¬ 
veyance and transfer by complainant of his equity in said land and 
premises above described as No. 308 R Street, Northeast, the payment 
of Fourteen Hundred (1400.00) Dollars in cash and the complain¬ 
ant’s assumption of the existing deed of trust of Thirty-five Hundred 
(3500.00) Dollars on the said premises known as 1403 Delafield 
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Place, a copy of said agreement being attached hereto and marked 
“Exhibit A,” and hereby made a part of this Bill of Complaint. 

6. And your complainants further state that on, to wit, October 6, 

1910, the complainants executed and delivered a deed to the 

3 defendant, George R. A. Willey, and conveyed to him said 
Lot Numbered 27, in Square numbered 3574, otherwise 

known as Lot numbered 27 in William R. Coon’s subdivision of 
Lots in Block numbered 9, in George Truesdell’s subdivision known 
as “Eckington”; as per plat of said subdivision recorded in County 
Book No. 12, page 12 of the Records of the Office of the Surveyor 
of the District of Columbia, and paid said sum of Fourteen Hundred 
(1400.00) Dollars, required to be paid in cash and said defendant, 
George R. A. Willey, accepted the same, and on, to wit, October 15, 
1910, sold and conveyed said land and premises so conveyed to him 
by your complainants to one Richard Washington, and executed to 
said Richard Washington a deed for the same, dated October 15, 
1910, which has since been duly recorded in the Land Records of 
the District of Columbia. 

7. And your complainants further state that said defendant, 
George R. A. Willey, on, to wit, October 15, 1910, executed and 
delivered to your complainants a deed of conveyance of said Lot 
numbered 19, in Square numbered 2709, above described, subject 
to the encumbrance of Thirty-five Hundred (3500.00) Dollars above 
referred to, which said deed was accepted by your complainants, and 
was on October 24, 1910, duly recorded in the Land Records of the 
District of Columbia. 

8. And your complainants further state that after the sale and 
conveyance to them on October 15, 1910, of said land and premises 
above described and known as Lot numbered 19, in Square num¬ 
bered 2709, in “Saul’s Addition to the City of Washington,” 

4 worth as aforesaid the sum of Seven Thousand (7,000.00) 
Dollars, subject to an encumbrance of Thirty-five Hundred 

(3500.00) Dollars, the said defendant, George R. A. Willey, wrong¬ 
fully and to the prejudice of the rights of your complainants and to 
delay, and hinder them from taking possession of said land and 
premises under their deed aforesaid, and to defraud them out of the 
said land and premises known and described as Lot 19, in Square 
2709, above described, conspired and colluded with his sister, the 
said defendant Lizzie Lee Willey, and thereupon in pursuance of 
such unlawful conspiracy and collusion between the said defendants, 
on, to wit, October 19, 1910, the defendant, George R. A. Willey, 
executed and delivered to the said defendant, Lizzie Lee Willey a 
deed conveying to her said land and premises aforesaid, known and 
described as Lot 19, in Square 2709, and the said defendant, Lizzie 
Lee Willey, on, to wit, October 20, 1910, caused said last named deed 
to be recorded in the Land Records of the District of Columbia. 
That said deed to said Lizzie Lee Willey was executed and recorded 
without the knowledge of, or notice to your complainants; that the 
same was without consideration and with notice on the part of said 
defendant, Lizziee Lee Willey, of the fact that her brother, the said 
defendant George R. A. Willey had previously sold and conveyed 
said land and premises to your complainants; that said deed was 
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fraudulent and collusively for the purpose aforesaid of injuring and 
defeating the rights of your complainants under their purchase of 
said land and premises from the defendant, George R. A. Willey, 
and without any tender or offer to tender back to your complainants 
the property and money which they had delivered and paid to said 
defendant, George R. A. Willey, and which property the 

5 said George R. A. Willey had sold and conveyed on October 
15, 1910, to said Richard Washington. 

9. And your complainants further state that without any offer 
of restitution whatsoever, the said defendants, George R. A. Willey 
and Lizzie Lee Willey, are in possession and withholding from your 
complainant- possession of said land and premises, and are now 
using, occupying and converting to their own use the rents, issues 
and profits therefrom; that the value of the use of stud land and 
premises is about the sum of $45.00 per month; that your com¬ 
plainant, George T. Stormont, on, to wit, October 24, 1910, filed in 
the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, an action at law in 
the ejectment against said Lizzie Lee Willey, the same being Law 
Case No. 53,000 on the Dockets of said Court, in which action 
he seeks to recover the possession of said land and premises and to 
recover damages for the unlawful detention of the same. That 
service has been had upon said defendant therein; but no answer 
or appearance has as yet been filed by said defendant in said action, 
or other proceedings had therein. That the defendant therein, 
the said Lizzie Lee Willey, is not the owner so far as your com¬ 
plainants can a^ertain, of any property, real or personal, in the 
said District of Columbia, out of which he can collect a judgment 
for said damages, or upon which execution can be levied in satis¬ 
faction of any judgment in said law action; and your complainants 
further state that the said deed from said defendant, George R. A. 
Willey, to said defendant, Lizzie Lee Willey, remains upon the 
Land Records of said District of Columbia, and is an injury to the 
rights of your complainants and their title to said land and prem¬ 
ises. 

6 The premises considered, your complainants pray: 

1. That process may be issued to said defendants requiring 
them to appear and answer the allegations of this Bill of Complaint. 

2. That a receiver may be appointed for the said land and prem¬ 
ises, to wit Lot 19, in Square 2709, in Saul’s Addition to the City 
of Washington, described in this Bill of Complaint, to take posses¬ 
sion of the same, collect the rents, issues and profits thereof, and pay 
the necessary charges, taxes, interest -on encumbrance and other^ 
necessary charges or expenses in relation thereto, pending the final 
determination of this suit. 

3. That the deed from the defendant, George R. A. Willey, con¬ 
veying said land to the defendant, Lizzie Lee Willey, recorded in 
the Land Records of the District of Columbia, on October 20, 1910, 
be decreed by this Court to be fraudulent and void and cancelled as 

such. 

4. That your complainants may have such other and further relief 
as justice and equity may require. 


GEORGE T. STORMONT ET AL 8 

The defendants to this bill are George R. A. Willey and Lizzie 
Lee Willey. 


GEORGE T. STORMONT, 

(Complainant.) 
BEATRICE STORMONT, 

( Complainant .) 
RALSTON, SIDDONS & 
RICHARDSON, 

Solicitors for Complainant -. 


7 District of Columbia, ss: 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, being first duly 
sworn on oath, depose and say: 

That they are the complainants named in the foregoing Bill of 
Complainant ; that they have read said Bill of Complainant and 
are acquainted with the contents thereof; that the statements made 
therein upon knowledge are true and those made upon information 
and belief, they are informed and believe are true. 

GEORGE T. STORMONT. 
BEATRICE STORMONT. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 25th day of October, 
A. D. 1910. 

[seal.] HARVEY T. WINFIELD, 

Notary Public, D. C. 

8 Exhibit “A”. 

$200.00. Washington, D. C., September 15, 1910. 

Received of George T. Stormont a check of Two hundred Dol¬ 
lars ($200), to be applied as part payment in the purchase of lot 
19, in square 2709, with improvements thereon, known as 1403 
Delafield Street, Northwest, in the County of Washington, District 
of Columbia. The purchaser is required to make full settlement in 
accordance with the terms of sale within thirty days from this 
date, or the deposit, at the option of the seller, will be forfeited. 
Terms of sale: Purchaser to assume an existing deed of trust of 
Thirty-five hundred Dollars ($3500), and for the equity, agrees to 
convey to such a party as Stone & Fairfax may direct, lot 27, square 
3574, improved by dwelling 308 R Street, Northeast, subject to an 
Incumbrance of Fourteen hundred Dollars ($1400), and pay a cash 
difference of Fourteen hundred Dollars ($1400). Property sold 
free of encumbrance, excepting aforesaid trusts. Title to be good 
title or deposit refunded and sale declared off. 

Interest on trusts, rents, insurance and taxes to be adjusted to 
date of transfer. Any special assessment now or hereafter levied 
by District of Columbia officials against said property, for improve¬ 
ments or work completed prior to date of this contract, shall be paid 
by present owner, when bill is rendered. 

Examination of title and conveyancing at the cost of purchaser. 
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The forfeiture of deposit does not relieve the purchaser of the 
responsibility to comply with the terms of sale. 

This contract is made subject to approval by owner which ap¬ 
proval is to be made within 24 hours from date or contract not be 
binding on either party. 

(Signed) STONE & FAIRFAX, Agents. 

By R. L. HALL. 

Accepted by Geo. T. Stormont, Purchaser. 

Approved Sept. 15, 1910. 

STONE & FAIRFAX, 

Bv R, L. HALL. 


9 Separate Answer of Gewge R. A. Willey. 


Filed November 22, 1.910. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, Complainants, 

V9. 

George R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey, Defendants. 


The Separate Answer of the Defendant George R. A. Willey to the 
Rill of Complaint of the Above-named Plaintiffs. 

1, 2. The allegations of the first and second paragraphs of said 
bill are admitted. 

3. This defendant bad no knowledge as to the ownership of the 
real estate referred to in this paragraph, but was informed and 
believes, as hereinafter more particularly set forth, that there was an 
incumbrance of $1400 thereon, and that the equity therein could be 
sold for $2500. 

4. Defendant was the owner of the real estate referred to in this 
paragraph, having purchased the same in July 1908, his co-de¬ 
fendant having an interest therein, as hereinafter set forth, and it 
was on September 15th, 1910, subject to a first trust of $3500, and 
to a second trust, which was originally $2500, payable in monthly 
instalments, but which had been reduced by payments made by the 
defendant, aggregating certainly $910, as he believes amounting (o 
$945, certainly to the sum of $1590, and as he believes to the sum of 
$1555, and the value thereof, as hereinafter shown, was in the neigh¬ 
borhood of $8000 or $9000. 

10 5. Defendant denies that on September 15th, 1910, or at 

any other time, he entered into a contract, in writing, with 
George T. Stormont, to sell and convey the real estate known as 1403 
Delafield place, as set forth in paragraph 5 of the bill, or that he was 
a party to any such an agreement, or to that filed with the Bill of 
Complaint as Exhibit “A.” All that defendant knew, was told or 
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Understood about any contract with said Stormont is set forth in the 
paper which will be copied in the ninth paragraph of this answer as 
explained in subsequent parts of this answer. 

6, 7. It is untrue that the plaintiffs delivered to the defendant the 
deed referred to in paragraph 6 of the bill, nor was delivery thereof 
made to anyone with his authority, and he did not accept the same. 
He did not receive the sum of $1400 also referred to in said para¬ 
graph, nor was that sum, or any part thereof, ever tendered to him, 
or paid by the plaintiffs to anyone for him with his knowledge or by 
his authority or sanction. About October 6th, 1910, defendant re¬ 
ceived a note signed Stone & Fairfax, by Frederick E. Johnston, re¬ 
questing him to call at the office of Stone & Fairfax, a corporation, 
on said October 6th, to execute a deed conveying said 1403 Delafield 
Place. He declined so to call, and in reply told said Johnson over 
the telephone that he would not sign the deed referred to. There¬ 
after about October 11th or 12th, one R. L. Hall, whose name appears 
on plaintiff’s Exhibit “A,” called on defendant and urged him to sign 
said deed, which defendant again refused to do. In the after-noon of 
October 14th, said Hall, in company with Charles P. Stone, called on 
defendant, exhibited two deeds and asked him to execute them. 

Upon his refusal he was told by said Stone that it would cost 

11 him the defendant, $800 if he did not execute them, and, con¬ 
tinuing to refuse, said Stone handed him a letter, dated Octo¬ 
ber 14th, stating that if he was unwilling to execute the deeds im¬ 
mediately, Stone & Fairfax would be compelled to place the matter 
in the hands of their attorney for settlement. Defendant was much 
disturbed and alarmed at the statement that he would be exposed to 
a liability of $800 and legal proceedings, and on the next day, which 
was Saturday, went to the Office of Stone & Fairfax and there signed, 
under compulsion of the threat aforesaid, two deeds, but was shown 
no statement, offered no money, given no explanation and was not 
told why the two deeds were required, and did not understand the 
transaction. On October 19th, he consulted counsel who, as he is 
informed and avers the fact to be, vis-ted the office of Stone & Fair¬ 
fax in the endeavor to learn what the transaction was, and all that 
said counsel could discover was that defendant would probably re¬ 
ceive a sum not exceeding $640, and even this amount was subject 
to reduction. On October 20th for the reasons appearing from the 
statement of this answer, defendant conveyed said 1403 Delafield 
Place, by deed duly executed and recorded, to his sister and co-de¬ 
fendant and by a special delivery letter sent to and received by Stone 
<&i Fairfax on the morning of that day, as well as by communication 
over the telephone, said Stone & Fairfax were notified of said convey¬ 
ance and instructed by defendant’s counsel to take no step in the 
matter of the transfer of said 1403. At the time of said notice, as 
defendant is informed and believes and avers the fact to be, no de¬ 
livery had been made of the deeds executed by him and no settle¬ 
ment of any kind had been made or tendered. Thereafter on Octo¬ 
ber 22nd, at the request of said Johnson, Agent and employee of 

Stone & Fairfax, as defendant is informed and avers the fact 

12 to be, defendant’s counsel called at the office of -said Stone & 

Fairfax and there saw the plaintiff, George T. Stormont, and 
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found that the deeds in question had not been delivered and were 
still in the custody of Stone & Fairfax, and his said counsel again 
notified Stone & Fairfax not to deliver said deeds or to proceed fur¬ 
ther with the transaction, this being done in the presence and hear¬ 
ing of said Stormont, and in reply to a question asked by said John¬ 
son, also in the presence and hearing of said Stormont, as to whether 
said deeds should be delivered by Stone & Fairfax, defendant’s coun¬ 
sel protested against such delivery, stating that whatever had been 
done all concerned could be placed in their former position. There 
never was a delivery of said deeds and the taking and record thereof 
on October 24th was unauthorized, and, as aforesaid, aginst the ex¬ 
press warning of the defendant. 

8. Defendant again denies that there was any sale and conveyance 
by him of said 1403 or that the same is worth only $7000, its value 
being in excess of that sum. The facts as to the conveyance by the 
defendant to his co-defendant are, that when he purchased said 1403 
he made a cash payment of $500 and paid certain expenses amount¬ 
ing to $13.85, making a total disbursement at that time of $513.85, 
of which amount his co-defendant advanced, as an investment in 
the property, the sum of $504.75, which she paid to defendant by 
the check of one J. K. Fague, payable to her order and by her en¬ 
dorsed, which check was deposited by this defendant on July 29th, 
1908, to his credit in the National Bank of Washington, and 

13 the proceeds of said check went into said property as part of 
the purchase money and his said sister has always had an 

interest to that amount in said 1403, a fact of which said Hall was 
notified long before the date of the alleged contract of sale, and 
which fact defendant believes was well known to said George T. 
Stormont. When this defendant found that it was claimed that he 
could be compelled to convey the title to said 1403, although the fact 
was and is that he never understanding^ entered into any contract 
to that effect, nor, as he is advised and avers, any contract which was 
proper or capable in law of being enforced, he felt it his duty to pro- . 
tect the rights of his sister and his own by making said transfer, and 
the same was accepted by her, but in the making thereof there was 
no conspiracy or collusion for any purpose to do anything unlawful 
or to defraud the plaintiffs. The fact of said conveyance was known 
to the plaintiffs before they, without authority as aforesaid, took 
said deeds from the custody "of Stone & Fairfax, and the same was in 
consideration of said $504, to which extent, as aforesaid, Lizzie Lee 
Willey has always had an interest in said property. It is untrue that 
she had any knowledge of the contract alleged to have been entered 
into by this defendant, nor did he ever understand it as alleged nor 
was it "so as a matter of fact. Defendant again denies that there was 
any fraud or collusion on the part of himself and sister, and neither 
of them having received one cent on account of said transaction from 
the plaintiffs or anyone else, there was nothing they could tender 
to the plaintiffs or refund to them, but plaintiffs well knew. 

14 or at least it was well known to George T. Stormont at the 
time he improperly obtained possession of said deeds, that all 
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parties could be restored to the position they formerly occupied, and 
what he did in the premises was with full notice and knowledge. 

9. This defendant could make no restitution to the plaintiffs, nor 
could his co-defendant, neither of them having received, or been 
tendered any sum whatever. It is true that the defendant Lizzie 
Lee Willey is in the possession of said 1403, as she has the right 
to be, and if the monthly rental thereof should be $45 per month, as 
alleged, it would indicate that the value of the property is about 
$9000. 

On October 24th, 1910, an action of ejectment was begun by 
George T. Stormont against her, and service of the summons was 
made upon her on that day at the same time the subpoena in this 
cause was served, and she has filed a plea thereto and will defend 
the same. It is absolutely untrue that she is not the owner of any 
real estate in the District of Columbia, and the slightest examination 
would have shown the plaintiffs that for a number of years she 
has been the owner of 2433 H Street, N. W., in the City of Wash¬ 
ington, a three story brick dwelling, renting for $18.50 per month, 
in complete order, and well worth $3500, subject only to a deed of 
trust of $1300, on which interest has been kept up and all taxes 
on said property have been paid. In addition she owns personal prop¬ 
erty, in stocks and securities, to the value of $5,000, and any judg¬ 
ment which the plaintiffs may possibly obtain against her can be 
made by execution. Defendant denies that the said deed to tifiis 
co-defendant is any cloud upon the title of the plaintiffs and avers 
■that they have no right or title to said 1403. 

15 Further answering said bill defendant says that he bought 
said 1403 at the time and in the manner set up in the fourth 
paragraph of this answer, at the price of $6500. Since his purchase 
many improvements have been made in the locality of said property, 
Sixteenth Street has been opened and extended, a large number of 
houses have been erected in the vicinity, and said 1403 has greatly 
enhanced in value, so that it is well worth $7500. He had no desire 
to sell the same, but one R. L. Hall, an employee of Stone and Fair¬ 
fax, said Stone and Fairfax having been agent of the defendant, for 
a number of years for the purpose of collecting rent from two par¬ 
cels of real estate, owned by him, made repeated calls on defendant 
and urged him to dispose of said 1403, giving him no peace *uid 
making many alluring statements. Finally on September 15th, 
1910, defendant was told that he could sell said 1403 for $1400 in 
cash and the equity in said 308 R Street, N. E., which said equity 
could be sold for $2500 in cash inside of thirty days, and the de¬ 
fendant would not be bound in the matter unless said equity was 
sold for that sum within said period, so that if the purchaser of 1403 
assumed the trust of $3500 thereon and this defendant paid the 
$1590, balance of the second trust, he would have received $2310 
out of the transaction. 

The only paper signed by this defendant is the following: 

2—2363a 
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“Washington, D. C., Sept. 15, 1910.’’ 

“The contract to sell my house, No. 1403 Delafield Street, North¬ 
west, taken in part payment for the equity in No. 308 R Street, 
Northeast, and Fourteen Hundred Dollars ($1400) in cash, is hereby 
ratified. I agree to convey the property according to the terms of a 
contract made with George T. Stormont, with the under- 
16. standing that Stone & Fairfax are to dispose of house No. 

308 R Street, Northeast, for Twenty-five hundred Dolla:s 
($2500) equity in cash, inside of thirty days from this date. 1 fur¬ 
ther agree to pay Stone & Fairfax One hundred and eighty Dollars 
($180) Commission.’ 7 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY, 

1403 Delafield PL N. W. 

After he had signed the deeds on October 15th under the circum¬ 
stances above set forth, he discovered through his counsel that in¬ 
stead of getting the $2500 for the equity in 308 R Street, he would 
only receive that sum less an incumbrance of $1400, or $1100 in all, 
so that so far from being paid $3900 he would have only received 
$2500, and that from that sum $1590, balance of second trust on 
1403, would be deducted leaving $910, instead of $2310, and that 
other charges would diminish the $910 to some $640, all of which 
was and is in direct violation of the terms of said paper of Septem¬ 
ber 15, 1910, above quoted, which expressly states that the carrying 
out of the alleged contract with George T. Stormont is subject to the 
condition that Stone & Fairfax are to dispose of the “equity” in 
house 308 R Street for $2500 cash within thirty days from said Sep¬ 
tember 15th, and it now appears that the claim is made on the part 
of said Stormont and said Stone & Fairfax that the sale actually 
made of said equity was for the sum of $1100. 

Defendant further avers that George T. Stormont had full notice 
and knowledge of the provisions of said paper of September 15th, 
above quoted, but he and his co-plaintiff, the latter being a stranger 
to the transaction, are endeavoring to require defendant to carry out 
an arrangement, different from that into which he entered, 
17 and which, upon its face, and all other questions aside, he is 
in nowise bound to do. 

Further answering defendant says that at the time he executed the 
deed to one Richard Washington he did not understand why he 
should make such a conveyance, but was told that 308 R Street had 
been disposed of in accordance with the terms of said paper of Sep¬ 
tember 15th, above quoted, but upon information and belief he avers 
the fact to be that said 308 was not so disposed of, and he finds on 
record a deed from the plaintiffs to this defendant conveying said 
308 for a nominal consideration, subject to “principal indebtedness 
of $1400,” and a deed from himself to said Richard Washington 
conveying said property for a like nominal consideration, and sub¬ 
ject to no incumbrance whatever. • He further avers, upon like in¬ 
formation and belief, that either the sale to said Richard Washington 
was fictitious and was a paper transaction entered into merely for the 
purpose of affording an apparent foundation for the claim that the 
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tenns of the above quoted paper had been fulfilled, or that said 
Washington, if he actually purchased said property, did not pay 
therefor the amount required by said paper, that he is not desirous 
of retaining the same, and that it is possible to put all parties con¬ 
cerned in their former position without loss to anyone. 

Further answering defendant avers, as he is advised, that he is in 
no wise bound to the plaintiffs, or either of them, by reason of the 
paper referred to as Exhibit “A” in the plaintiff’s bill, that he never 
understanding^ ratified the same, and he prays that he may have 
the same benefit and advantage as though he had demurred to said 
bill. 

Further answering defendant says that he is worth in real estate, 
in the District of Columbia, and in personal property, the 
18 sum of $10,000, over and above all debts and liabilities, and 
can respond to any judgment obtained against him by the 
plaintiffs or either of them. 

And having fully answered, he prays to be hence dismissed with 
his reasonable costs. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

Att’y for Defendant. 

I V- 

District op Columbia, 88: 

I, George R. A. Willey, do solemnly swear that I have read the 
foregoing answer, by me subscribed, and know the contents thereof, 
and that the facts therein stated, upon my personal knowledge, are 
true, and those therein stated, upon information and belief, I believe 
to be true. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY. • 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 22nd day of November, 
1910. 

J. R. YOUNG, Cl’k, 

By F. E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Astft Gl'k. 


19 Separate Answer of Lizzie Lee Willey . 

Filed November 22, 1910. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

George R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey, Defendants. 

The Separate Answer of the Defendant Lizzie Lee Willey to the Bill 
of Complaint of the Above-named Plaintiffs. 

1, 2. The allegations of the first and second paragraphs of said 
bill axe admitted. 



12 


GEORGE R. A. WILLEY ET AL. VS. 


3. Defendant had no knowledge as to the ownership of the prop¬ 
erty referred to in this paragraph and only knew of the existence 
thereof through her co-defendant, and upon information and belief, 
she avers the fact to be that it was represented to her co-defendant 
that the equity in said property could be sold for $2500. 

4. Her co-defendant was the owner of the real estate referred to in 
paragraph 4, he having bought in July 1908, and this defendant 
had an interest therein, as hereinafter shown, to the extent of 
$504.75. Upon information and belief, she adopts as her further 
answer to this paragraph, the statements in reply thereto contained 
in the answer of of her said co-defendant. 

5. Upon information and belief, this defendant adopts as 

20 her answer to paragraph 5 the statements contained in the 
answer of her co-defendant thereto. 

6, 7. This defendant also, upon information and belief, adopts 
the answer of her co-defendant to paragraphs 6 and 7 of said bill as 
her answer thereto. 

8. This defendant denies the sale and conveyance set up in the 
8th paragraph of said bill and says that premises designated as 
1403 Delafield Place are worth between $7500 and $8000. She 
denies that the conveyance to her by her co-defendant on October 19, 
1910, referred to in this paragraph, was wrongful or the result of con¬ 
spiracy and collusion between this defendant and her co-defendant. 
At the time of the purchase of 1403 she invested therein the sum of 
$504.75, said amount being part of the purchase money for said 
property, and ever since then her interest, to that extent, in said 
property has been recognized by her co-defendant, and the convey¬ 
ance to her was made properly and in good faith for the protection 
of herself and her co-defendant. Said sum was contributed by her 
in the manner and at the time set forth in the answer of her co-de¬ 
fendant, and she adopts his answer to said paragraph 8, in all other 
respects upon information and belief. 

9. This defendant never received anything from the plaintiffs and 
there was nothing of which she could make restitution but it is true 
that she is in possession of said 1403 and was served on October 24th, 
1910 with summons in an action of ejectment brought by George T. 
Stormont, said summons having been served at the same time with a 
subpcena in this case, and she has filed her plea in said ejectment 
proceeding and will defend the same. Further answering this para¬ 
graph defendant says that assuming said property has a rental value 
of $45 per month, the income w r ould pay interest on the gross sum of 

$9000, and indicates a value in the neighborhood of that sum. 

21 Defendant further says that the most casual inspection of 
the real estate assessment would have shown the plaintiffs that 

for several years this defendant has been the owner, in fee simple, of 
a three story brick dwelling No. 2433 H Street, N. W.. in the City of 
Washington, renting for $18.50 per month, in complete order, worth 
at least $3500 and incumbered only by a deed of trust of $1300, the 
interest whereon having been regularly paid and there being no 
taxes in arrears thereon. 

This defendant is also the owner of personal property in said Dis- 
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trict of the value of $5,000 and can respond to any judgment ob¬ 
tained against her by the plaintiffs, and she denies that the plain¬ 
tiffs have any right or title to said 1403 or that its conveyance to her 
is any cloud upon their title for the reason that they have no valid 
claim thereto. 

Further answering said bill the defendant says that she has paid 
the instalments of $35 on account of the second trust on said 1403 
referred to in the answer of her co-defendant which instalment be¬ 
came due on the 30th day of October, 1910. 

And defendant, upon information and belief, adopts as her an¬ 
swer to said bill the statements made in the answer of her co-de¬ 
fendant. 

And having fully answered, as she is advised, she prays to be hence 
dismissed with her reasonable costs. 

LIZZIE LEE WILLEY. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

A tfy for Defendant. 


22 District of Columbia, 88 : 

I, Lizzie Lee Willey, do solemnly swear that I have read the fore¬ 
going answer, by me subscribed, and know the contents thereof, and 
that the facts therein stated, upon my personal knowledge are true, 
and those therein stated, upon information and belief, I believe to be 
true. 

LIZZIE LEE WILLEY. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 22nd day of November, 
1910. 


J. R. YOUNG, CVk, 

By F. E. CUNNINGHAM, Ass’t CVk. 


23 Replication. 

Filed December 2, 1910. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

« 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont et al. 
vs. 

George A. Willey et al. 

The plaintiff hereby joins issue upon the separate answer of the 
defendants, George A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey. 

RALSTON, SIDDONS & RICHARDSON, 

Attorneys for Phintiff. 
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24 Filed December 22, 1910. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, Complainants, 

vs. 

George R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey, Defendants. 

Decree Appointing Receivers. 

Upon consideration of the pleadings herein filed and the consent 
of the solicitors for the respective parties hereto, it is by the Court, 
this 22d day of December, A. D. 1910, 

Ordered, That Irving Williamson and William E. Richardson be, 
and they are hereby appointed receivers of the land and premises 
numbered 1403 Delafield Place, also described as Lot numbered 
Nineteen (19) in Square numbered Two thousand seven hundred 
and nine (2709) Saul’s addition to the City of Washington, District 
of Columbia, more particularly described in the Bill of Com- 

25 plaint herein filed, and of all moneys in the hands of Stone & 
Fairfax, incorporated, arising out of the transactions de¬ 
scribed in the pleadings filed herein, and being held by said Stone & 
Fairfax as proceeds of the alleged trade of the property hereinbefore 
described for the premises described in these proceedings as 308 R 
Street, N. E., Washington, D. C.. and of the alleged sale of said prerrn 
ises 308 R Street, N. E., to one Richard Washington. 

It is further ordered, that said receivers shall have authority and 
they are hereby directed out of the said funds to be so received by 
them from said Stone & Fairfax, to pay off and discharge the existing 
second deed of trust upon said premises executed to secure an original 
indebtedness of Twenty-five Hundred (2500) Dollars, and upon 
which there is now due and unpaid about the sum of Fifteen Hun¬ 
dred and twenty (1520) Dollars, together with all the necessary 
costs of procuring and recording a release of said deed of trust. 

And said receivers are further authorized and directed to procure 
a loan to be a first lien upon said premises known as 1403 Delafield 
Place as above described for the sum of Thirty-five Hundred (3500) 
Dollars, upon such terms and conditions as may be in their judgment 
proper and necessary, and to execute and deliver such notes and 
deed of trust securing the same as niav be necessary and proper, con¬ 
veying by said trust the title of the parties hereto to said lot, and after 
paying from the proceeds thereof, the necessary costs and expenses of 
procuring said loan, including the usual commissions, .if necessary 
in their judgment, said receivers shall with the remaining proceeds 
of said loan together with such additional sum as it may be necessary 
to use out of the proceeds of said moneys to be collected from 

26 said Stone <fe Fairfax, pay off and discharge the indebtedness 
secured by the existing deed of trust on said land and prem¬ 
ises securing notes aggregating Thirty-five Hundred (3500) Dollars 
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principal, which said deed of tru s t was executed by Martin H. Gray 
and wife fo B. Francis Saul, and Walter E. Hilton, trustees, dated 
Dlecember 9, 1907, the said indebtedness having matured on Decem¬ 
ber 9, 1910, and the owner of the said notes being unwilling to renew 
the same. 

It is further ordered that said receivers be authorized to rent said 
property during the pendency of this cause to the defendant, Lizzie 
Lee Willey, at a monthly rental of Forty (40) Dollars to commence 
on the date of the qualification of these receivers, said rent to be held 
by said receivers pending the determination of this cause, and to be 
disposed of as directed by the Court in its final decree to be passed 
herein. 

And it is further ordered that the appointment of said receivers 
and the other provisions of this decree and the receipt by said re¬ 
ceivers and disposition of the funds as herein directed shall not bo 
held or considered in the further proceedings in this cause, or in 
any other cause or action, which may be brought in anywise involv¬ 
ing the parties hereto to operate as a waiver of any of their rights, 
claims or defenses. 

It is further ordered and decreed, that the payments and disburse¬ 
ments to be made by said receivers out of the funds to be received by 
them from said Stone & Fairfax shall be held and considered pend¬ 
ing the final determination of this cause as a lien upon said premises 
numbered 1403 Delafield Place, subject to the final decree of this 
Court making such further equitable provisions therefor as may be 
determined by the Court in entering said final decree. 

26% It is further provided that said receivers shall first qualify 

by giving bond in the sum of $2500.00 with security to be ap¬ 
proved by the Court. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 

27 Testimony for Complainants. 

Filed May 4, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, Complainants, 

vs. 

George R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey, Defendants. 

and 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Complainant, 

vs. 

George T. Stormont, Richard Washington, George R. A. 

Willey, and Beatrice Stormont, Defendants. 

Washington, D. C., February 18, 1911. 

Met pursuant to notice at the office of Messrs. Ralston, Siddons & 
Richardson, Bond Building, at 10:30 o'clock a. m. on the above date 
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for the purpose of taking testimony for the complainant Stormont in 
the above-entitled consolidated cases. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the Complainant Stormont, W. E. Richardson, Esq. 
On behalf of the defendants Willey, Irving Williamson, Esquire. 
Also the parties in person. 

28 George T. Stormont, the Complainant in Equity Cause 
No. 29717, having been first duly sworn in his own behalf, 

testified as follows: 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr. Stormont, you are the complainant in equity cause 29717? 
A. I am. 

Q. And the other complainant, Beatrice Stormont, is your wife? 
A. She is. 

Q. Please state your residence and occupation. A. 308 R Street, 
northeast; attorney, Department of Justice. 

Q. Are you acquainted with the defendant Lizzie Lee Willey? 
A. I have met Miss Willey. I have never been introduced to her, 
but I know who she is. 

Q. When and where did you meet her? A. The first time I met 
her was some time in July of last year when I went up to the Dela- 
field Street house to inspect it with a view of purchasing it. 

Q. Was the defendant George R. A. Willey present? A. He was 
not. 

Q. Did Miss Willey make any objection to your inspecting the 
premises? A. None at all; she told me to go right through the 
house, and, not wanting to do that without her presence, I waited 
until she showed me through the house. 

Q. Who was with you at that time? A. My wife, Mrs. Stormont. 
Q. At whose instance did you go there to examine the 

29 premises? A. At the instance of Mr. R. L. Hall, of the firm 
of Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. Are you acquainted with Mr. George R. A. Willey? A. I 
met Mr. Willey a few days subsequent to my visit to his house. 

Q. What was the occasion of your meeting him, and where did 
that meeting occur? A. He was brought down to my residence by 
Mr. Hall to inspect my house. 

Q. What is the number of that house? A. 308 R Street, north¬ 
east. 

Q. Did he inspect that property? A. He did. 

Q. Was any contract signed by you and Mr. Willey at the time of 
this negotiation to which you refer? A. Not at that time; no, sir. 

Q. Did Mr. Willey then give you any definite answer as to 
whether or not he wanted to make the sale or exchange of the 
property? 

Mr. Williamson : Objected to as leading and suggestive. 

A. Not to me personally. 



GEOfcGE T. STORMONT ET AL. 17 

Q. Did Mr. Willey act for himself in this transaction, or have any 
agent representing him? 

Mr. Williamson : Objected to as not the proper method of prov¬ 
ing agency. 

4 

A. He was acting through Mr. R. L. Hall. 

Mr. Williamson : I object to the answer, and move to strike it 
out 

Q. Did Mr. Hall communicate any answer to you purporting to 
come from Mr. Willey? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as hearsay, and as assuming an 
agency which has not been proven. 

30 A. He told me that he could not get Mr. Willey to either 
accept or reject the proposed trade, but gave me to understand 

that he thought the matter was over with. 

Q. Did you at any subsequent time renew the negotiation, and, if 
so, through whom? A. Sometime in September I had arranged 
for a trade for a house in Petworth, and went to Mr. Hall to get his 
opinion as to the advisability of the trade. He suggested that I give 
him another chance to make a trade for me. I 'consented, ana he 
showed me several houses, none of which suited. Then one day be 
came to me and asked me if I still desired the Willey house. 

Mr. Williamson : I move to strike out all testimony of this wit¬ 
ness with respect to any conversation between himself and Hall 
when the defendants were not present. 

Mr. Richardson : I would like to have a consent agreement that 
the same objection shall apply to the testimony with relation to state¬ 
ments made by Hall, throughout the examination of the witness, 
as I propose to bring in subsequent testimony to prove the agency. 

A. (Continuing:) I told Mr. Hall yes, and he said all right, that 
he thought he could make the deal for the Delafield house. 

Q. When was this? A. This was the morning of the 14th or 
15th of September of last year. 

Q. You stated that Mr. Hall came to you. Where were you at 
the time? A. I was in my office in the Bond Building. 

Q. When did you next fiear from Mr. Hall? A. If I saw him on 
the morning of the 14th, he came back that same morning with a 
contract for me to sign for a trade for the Delafield Street 
house. 

31 Q. Did you mean to say the 14th? A. If I saw him on 
the morning of the 15th, he came back that same day. If I 

saw him on the 14th, he came back the morning of the 15th, about 
noon, with this contract. 

Q. Where did he come at that time? A. Up to my office in tfee 
Bond Building. 

Q. At that time did you sign any paper? A. I signed a contract 
to trade my house in Eckington for the house on Delafield Plaice. 

Q. Have you that contract now, or any copy of it? A. I have 

3—2363a 
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the contract that I signed. It was signed in duplicate, and I have 
one of the copies of it. 

The witness here produced a paper, which is marked for identi¬ 
fication “Exhibit Stormont, No. 1.” 

Q. At the time you signed this paper, as stated, was the endorse¬ 
ment at the foot of the paper, “Approved Sept. 15, 1910. Stone & 
Fairfax, by R. L. Hall”, thereon? A. It was not. 

Q. You say you kept one of the duplicate copies of this agree¬ 
ment. What was done with the other? A. Mr. Hall retained it. 

Q. When did you next receive any communication from Mr. 
Willey or Mr. Hall? A. About ten o’clock that night, the 15th of 
September, when Hr. Hall came down to my house. 

Q. Did he bring this paper with him—or his copy of the paper— 
at that time; did you see it? A. I did not see that one, no, sir. 

Q. Did you have your copy of the paper with you? A. I had my 
copy with me. 

Q. What did he do when he came there? A. He requested 

32 me to give it to him, telling me that Mr. Willey had accepted 
the contract, and Mr. Hall wanted to endorse on my copy of 

the contract the acceptance. 

Q. Did you give him the paper? A. I gave him the paper, and 
he thereupon wrote what is on the bottom of the contract. • 

Q. Did you see him do that? A. I saw him do it. He signed it 
in my presence. 

Q. Was Mrs. Stormont there at the time? A. She was in the 
house, but not in the room. 

Q. Had you conferred with her about this matter? A. She knew 
all about it; yes, sir. 

Mr. Williamson : I object to any testimony by this witness as to 
any agreement or understanding with his wife, or as to any knowl¬ 
edge that she may have had. 

Q. After the signing of this contract on September 15th did you 
hear anything further from either Mr. Hall or the firm of Stone & 
Fairfax with relation to the closing of the deed? A. I was told to 
come into their office on the 6th of October and sign my deed to Mr. 
Willey, and also to bring Mrs. Stormont to sign also. 

Q. Did you personally, or through persons directed by you to do 
so, have any examination of title or other steps taken looking toward 
the closing of the contract? A. I did, through Stone & Fairfax. I 
had the title Company make me a certificate of title to the Delafield 
Place property, and got what they style their preliminary report. 

Q. Did you go to their office on the 6th of October, as they re¬ 
quested? A. I did. 

Q. At that time what steps were taken looking toward the 

33 consummation of this agreement? A. I signed the deed 
transferring the R Street property to Mr. Willey. 

Mr. Williamson : I object to the statement of the contents of any 
deed. 

A. (Continuing:) Mrs. Stormont also signed it, and I thereupon 
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paid, by check, the balance of the cash consideration agreed upon, 
together with my costs in the matter. 

Q. How did you pay this amount? A. By check; my personal 
check. 

Q. Have you the check with you? A. I have. 

Q. Please produce it. A. (After producing check book:) Shall 
I tear it out of the book? 

Q. I will request the witness to tear this check, which is pasted to 
the stub, with numerous other checks, from the book, including the 
stub and check. 

The witn&ss did as requested. 

Q. You delivered this check to Stone & Fairfax? A. I did. 

Q. How did you regain possession of the check? A. By its re¬ 
turn to me from the bank canceled and paid. 

Mr. Richardson: We offer this check in evidence as Exhibit 
Stormont No. 2, and ask the Examiner to so mark it. 

The paper referred to is accordingly marked. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to this check and to the stub as im¬ 
material in this controversy, it not being shown that it was paid to or 
received by the defendant George R. A. Willey or delivered to 

34 Stone & Fairfax by his authority or knowledge. 

Q. How was the amount of this check arrived at? A. I had paid 
a deposit of $200 and had given my notes for $300, and that amount 
was subtracted from the $1400 cash consideration agreed upon, leav¬ 
ing $900. The One hundred and seven dollars and odd cents repre¬ 
sented my costs in the matter. 

Q, By costs you refer to the Title Company's certificate, taxes, etc.? 
A. To commission and taxes, though I understood there would prob¬ 
ably be a balance in my favor on an adjustment of interest and 
taxes, water rent, etc. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to any statement by the witness of his 
understanding. 

Q. You stated that you and Mrs. Stormont called at their office 
for the purpose, among other things, of signing and executing a 
deed to Mr. Willey, which you did execute at that time. A. We did. 

Q. Do you know before whom that deed was executed? A. Mr. 
Meany. I do not recollect his initials. 

Q. What was done with that deed after you executed it? A. I de¬ 
livered it to Mr. Johnson, of the firm of Stone & Fairfax. , 

Q. Have you ever seen that deed since that time? A. I have not. 
Q. When did you next take any further steps in the consumma¬ 
tion of this transaction, either with the defendant Willey or the firm 
of Stone & Fairfax? A* On the morning of the 15th of October Mr. 
Hall came to my office and told me that Mr. Willey had 

35 signed a deed transferring the Delafield Place property to me. 
I was very busy at the time, and could not talk with him 

further about the matter, but told him I would come around to their 
office either that afternoon or the following Monday. I went around 
to the office of Stone & Fairfax on the following Monday, the 17th 
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of October, and was handed the deed signed by Mr. Willey. I read 
the deed and ordered them to record it at once. 

Q. Had you previous to that time received any report from the 
Title Company as to his title? A. I had. I had received such a re¬ 
port before I signed the deed transferring the R Street property to 
Mr. Willey. 

Q. What was said to you by any officer or representative of the 
firm of Stone Fairfax when you directed them to record the deed 
from Mr. Willey to yourself? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that question on the same ground 
as stated to the question in reference to Hall, and on the further 
ground that there is no earthly evidence that the person referred to 
by the witness was in any wise the agent of the defendant George 

Willev. 

* 

A. Mr. Johnson, with w T hom I talked, told me that he would have 
the deed recorded that day. 

Q, Have you that deed in your possession at this time? A. I 
have. 

Mr. Williamson: What deed is that? 

Mr. Richardson : The deed from Mr. Willey to Mr. Stormont. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the answer next to the last 
as hearsay. 

Mr. Richardson: Mr. Williamson, are you willing to con- 
36 cede the signing and execution before Mr. Meany as Notary 
Public, of this deed? 

Mr. Williamson : The answer admits the execution of that deed; 
George R. A. Willey’s answer admits the execution of that deed. 
You need not prove it. 

Mr. Richardson: We offer in evidence deed from George R. A. 
Willey to George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, his wife, just 
produced by the witness, as Exhibit Stormont No. 3. 

The paper is accordingly marked. 

Mr. Williamson: T object to the introduction of that deed on 
the ground that by the terms of the alleged contract referred to in 
the testimony, it is not the conveyance thereby agreed upon, and for 
the further reason that the deed w r as never delivered to the grantees 
therein named by the grantor. 

Q. Before you went to the office of Stone & Fairfax in response to 
Mr. Hall’s request, and at the time when you first received this deed 
on October 17th, 1910, had you conferred with Mrs. Stormont about 
the matter, and did she know that you were going there? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to any testimony with reference to 
confidential communications between husband and wife, or to prove 
by this witness any agreement between himself and his w T ife, as im¬ 
material and incompetent. 

A. She did. 

Q. Did she propose to accompany you on that occasion to act for 
herself in the matter? 
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Mr. Williamson: Objected to as manifestly improper, for the 
reasons given in respect to the other question. 

A. On what occasion do you mean? 

Q. When you went there on the 17th of October. A. No; 

37 she did not see any necessity for accompanying me. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike the answer out as incompe¬ 
tent. 

Q. Did she, either verbally or in writing, authorize you to act for 
her in this matter? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to for the same reasons. 

A. She meant for me, and had me act for her in this matter as 
ordinarily a husband would act for his wife. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the answer as incompe¬ 
tent. 

Q. Did you, after going to the office of Stone & Fairfax on Octo- 
l)er 17th and receiving this deed from that firm, advise Mrs. Stor¬ 
mont, your co-complainant, of what had transpired? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to for the same reasons, as calling for 
immaterial conversations. 

A. I did, and she also told me to be sure and have the deed re¬ 
corded. 

Mr. Williamson : I move to strike out the answer for the reasons 
above stated, and also the volunteer statement on the part of the wit¬ 
ness. 

Q. You state that you are still residing at premises 308 R Street, 
northeast? A. I am residing there. 

Q. Upon what terms are you now occupying those premises? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as immaterial, as far as the defend¬ 
ants Willeys are concerned, and as calling for a statement of some 
arrangement with another person not made in their presence, and 
of which they have no knowledge or concern. 

38 A. As a tenant of Mr. Richard Washington. 

Q. Is your tenancy expressed in a written lease or not? 

Mr. Williamson : Objected to for the same reason. 

A. No. 

Q. Through whom was the lease made? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to because there never was any lease. 

A. Through Mr. H. L. Rust. 

Q. Have you paid any rent for the premises? 

Mr. Williamson: Suppose we stipulate that the same objection 
shall apply to all this testimony. 

Mr. Richardson: Washington is a party to this case, and as we 
are taking the testimony on the whole case, I have to show all the 
relations of the parties. . . 
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Mr. Williamson: But you are not proposing that an arrange¬ 
ment between Washington and Stormont is binding upon us? I 
want to save a repetition of the objection. 

Mr. Richardson: It will be understood that your objection will 
apply to all this testimony. 


A. I have. 

Q. To whom do you pay the rent? A. To Mr. H. L. Rust as 
agent for Mr. Washington. 

Q. Have you ever met Mr. Washington? A. Yes. 

Q. Where did you meet him? A. At my house, 308 R Street, 
northeast, when he came to look over the property. 

Q. Was that before or after October 15th, 1910? A. Before. 

Q. Were you and Mrs. Stormont present at the time Mr. 

39 Washington came there? A. Both of us were there. 

Q. Have you had any negotiation with Mr. Washington, 
personally, or through any agent? A. None whatever. 

Q. Do you know for what purpose he came there? A. I just 
assumed the purpose that he came there for. I do not know. 

Q. Did you know that he was considering the purchase of the 
property? A. I knew the property was—I supposed it was for sale. 
T did not know whether Mr. Washington was a purchaser or not, 
but presumed from the fact that he came there to look over the 
property, that he was. 

Q. Was he accompanied by any other person? A. I do not think 
he was. 

Q. Did he state by whom he was sent? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as leading. 

A. No, I can not say that he did. 

Q. Have you read the answers of the defendants in Equitv cause 
No. 29717? A. I have. 

Q. In paragraph numbered 9 of the answer of George R. A. 
Willey there is set out in quotation marks a paper which it is said 
was signed by said defendant on September 15th, 1910. I will ask 
you to refer to that paragraph and to the portion to which your 
attention is directed, and state whether vou knew of the existence 
of that paper, and, if so, when and under what circumstances you 
were first advised concerning it. A. I first had knowledge of this 
paper shortly before, I think it was, my bill in Equity was filed 
against Mr. Willey, and I saw it then in the office of Stone 

40 & Fairfax. That was the first time I saw it. 

Q. Had you known of its existence before that time? A. 
I had never heard of it, or seen it, or knew anything about it before 
that. time. 

Q. Was this time to which you refer before or after you received 
the deed from Mr. Willey on October 17th? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to on the ground that there is no evi¬ 
dence that the witneses ever received anv deed from Mr. Willev. 

A. Several weeks after that date. 
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Q. I will ask you if you know on what date your suit was filed; 
how many days after October 17th? 

Mr. Williamson: The record shows that. 

A. Well, as I recollect it, my suit was filed around the 1st of No¬ 
vember. I do not remember the eaact date. 

Q. Who was present when you first saw this paper to which we 
have referred? A. Mr. Johnson, of Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. Was that occasion before or after you saw Mr. Williamson in 
the office of Mr. Johnson? A. That was after. 

Q. At the time you saw Mr. Williamson in the office of Mr. John¬ 
son did you know of the existence of this paper? A. I did not have 
an inkling of it. 

Q. Dod you know how long before your suit was filed you became 
informed that such a paper existed? A. No; I cannot say how 
long. I should say it was somewhere around a week possibly, or 
less than that. I have not the slightest idea of the number of days 
it was. 

Q, When I asked you how long it was after October 17th 

41 that you first became informed of this paper you said several 
weeks you thought. I will ask you to reconsider that ques¬ 
tion and see if you cannot state more definitely the number of days 
after October 17th before you saw this paper. 

Mr. Williamson : I object to that question on the ground that it 
is an attempt to bring to the attention of the witness the fact that he 
has incorrectly testified, and as leading and suggestive. 

A. Can I look at the date of the filing of the suit? 

Q. I would rather have you test your memory to see if you can fix 
it yourself. A. I cannot say further than that it was around the 1st 
of November. 

Q. At the time you called at the office of Mr. Johnson on October 
17th, did you see any other deed that was signed by Mr. Willey? 
A. Yes, he showed me the deed signed by Mr. Willey transferring 
308 R Street, northeast, to Richard Washington. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the answer on the ground 
that the witness is attempting to give the contents of a written instru¬ 
ment. 

Q. When did you first hear of any claim made by Miss Willey, 
the complainant in Equity 29785, that she was interested in the 
Delafield Place property? A. Either the 21st or the 22nd of Octo¬ 
ber; I have forgotten exactly which day it was. 

Q. What was the occasion of your hearing it at that time? A. 
In the Herald on the morning of October 21st I saw in the 

42 Real Estate columns an item showing that Mr. Willey had 
transferred this property to Miss Willey. I then went around 

to Stone & Fairfax to find out what was the occasion for that. Mr.. 
Hall, whom I saw, said he did not know why it was, and it was either 
that day or the next day that he mentioned Miss Willey claiming an 
interest in the property. 
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Q. Was that before or after you saw Mr. Williamson at that 
office? A. I think that was before I saw Mr. Williamson. 

Q. When you learned that this deed to Miss Willey had been 
placed of record, did you consult any attorney about the matter? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as immaterial. 

A. Not immediately, no, sir. 

Q. Did you give any written notice to Stone & Fairfax with re¬ 
spect to the recording of your deed? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as any notice by the defendant in 
his own interests has no binding effect against the defendants 
Willey. 

A. I did. 

Q. Have you a copy of that notice? A. I have. 

Q. I will ask you to produce it and have the Examiner mark 
— “Exhibit Stormont No. 4.” 

The paper is accordingly marked. 

Mr. Williamson: Is this for identification? 

Mr. Richardson: It is just for identification. I have not offered 
it yet. 

Q. This copy is unsigned. How was that signed, do you know? 
A. It was signed by me, the original. 

43 Q. When was it delivered to Stone & Fairfax, with refer¬ 
ence to the date borne by the notice? A. That same day. I 

delivered it personally. 

Q. That is, October 22nd, 1910? A. October the 22nd. 

Mr. Richardson: We offer “Exhibit Stormont No. 4” in evi¬ 
dence. 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to on the ground that any statement 
by the complainant Stormont in his own interest is not testimony 
against the defendants, because the existence of the original has not 
been disputed, and that is the best evidence. 

Q. Before the recording of that deed did Mr. George R. A. Willey 
or Miss Lizzie Lee Willey, parties to these suits, either personally or 
through any agent, notify you that they questioned or objected in 
any way to the deed executed by Mr. Willey to yourself and your 
wife, or that they did not intend to comply with the terms of their 
contract of sale? A. What deed? 

Q. Before the recording of the deed from George R. A. Willey 
to Miss Lizzie Lee Willey, did you notify you? A. No; I received 
no notification. 

Q. Had you any information, derived from any source whatever, 
that either of these parties questioned the sale to you? A. None 
whatever. 

Q. Has either of these defendants ever come to you about this 
matter? A. Not at all; neither one of them. 

Q. Have they ever, except in the answers filed in the 

44 Equity case you brought, and in the papers filed in the 
Equity suit brought by Miss Willey, assigned any reason for 
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withdrawing from this contract, or indicated to you any intention of 
withdrawing? A. They never have. 

Q. Prior to your examination'of the answers filed on November 
22nd, 1910, in Equity No. 29717,. did you know of the reason that 
Mr. Willey had, or claimed to have, for recording this deed to his 
sister and seeking to prevent the consummation of your agreement 
with him? A. I had no exact information on that point until the 
answers were filed. 

Q. What inexact information did you have? A. As I stated be¬ 
fore, Mr. Hall had told me he believed Miss Willey claimed an inter¬ 
est in this Delafield Place property. 

Q. When was that? A. Either the 21st or 22nd of October. 
That is the only information I had on that point. 

Q. When you saw Mr. Williamson in Mr. Johnson’s office, did 
he give any reason for these parties desiring to back out of the trans¬ 
action? A. He did not. 

Q. You have never received possession of the Delafield Place 
property, or been tendered possession, have you? A. I have not. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Prior to your visit in July to 1403 Delafield Place, had you any 
acquaintance with Miss Willey? A. No, sir. 

Q. After that, and up to this time, have you had any fur- 

45 ther acquaintance with her than- A. Oh; Miss Willey? 

Q. Yes, brought about by casual meetings? A. Yes; I 
saw Miss Willey once after that on the evening of the 21st of Octo¬ 
ber at her house in Saul’s Addition. 

Q. Then the meeting in July and the meeting in October were 
the only times you have seen her? A. The only times. 

Q. Until to-day? A. Until to-day, yes sir. 

Q. Had you any knowledge of her financial condition? A. None 
whatever. 

Q. You did not know whether she was a pauper or whether she 
w r as financially rasponsible? A. Judging from the fact that she 
lived in Saul’s Addition, I thought she was not a pauper. 

Q. Did you know whether she was the owner of any property at 
that time? A. Not at all. 

Q. In your bill in this Equity suit No. 29717, which was sworn 
to by you and your wife, you make this allegation: 

“That the defendant therein” (referring to the ejectment suit 
that you brought) “the said Lizzie Lee Willey, is not the owner, so 
far as your complainants can ascertain, of any property, real or pet- 
son al, in the said District of Columbia, out of which he can collect a 
judgment for said damages, or upon which execution can be levied 
in satisfaction of any judgment in said law action.” 

46 Was that true? A. So far as I knew, it was. 

Q. You did not" have any knowledge on this subject, did 
you?. A. I did not have any knowledge, no, sir. 

Q. And yet you swore that, so far as you could ascertain, she 

4—2363a 
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had no property? A. I was so informed by my attorney who drew 
up my bill. 

Q. Did your attorney tell you that Miss Lizzie Willey had no prop¬ 
erty in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Richardson : I object on the ground that a communication 
between client and counsel is privileged. 

A. Shall I answer? 

Mr. Williamson: It is for your counsel to say. 

Mr. Richardson : Yes, you may answer. 

A. Yes, he did. 

The last question having been read- 

Mr. Richardson: I did not understand that that was the ques¬ 
tion. I object on the ground that the language referred to in the 
bill refers to the existence of property in the District of Columbia out 
of which the witness could collect a judgment for the damages which 
were expected to be awarded in said law suit by execution at law. 

Q. Did you ever ask Miss Willey any question on that subject? 
A. I never did. 

Q. Did you examine the tax records of the District of Columbia? 
A. I did not. 

Q.» And yet you were willing to tell the Court under oath, 
47 and have your wife join with you, that, so far as you could 
ascertain, she had no such property? A. My attorney was 
looking after those matters for me. 

Q. And you would swear to anything your attorney told you? 

Mr. Richardson: I object to that on the ground that the state¬ 
ment is made and expressly stated to be upon information, not upon 
the personal knowledge of the witness. 

Mr. Williamson: I beg your pardon. There is no such allega- 
tion as “upon information.” 

A. The oath is at the end, is it not? 

Mr. Williamson: The allegation is positive. Counsel is mis¬ 
taken in saying that the allegation is upon information, and I refer 
to paragraph nine of the answer of Mr. Stormont. 

(By Mr. Williamson:) 

Q. You did not take the trouble, then, when you were making a 
charge of insolvency against this lady, to go to the tax assessment 
books and look for yourself to see whether any property was as¬ 
sessed to her, did you? 

Mr. Richardson: I object to that question upon the following 
grounds: First, that the defendant has not alleged that Miss Willey 
was insolvent; second, that an examination of the tax records would 
not have advised the complainants in that suit, whether or not 
sufficient property was in the name of Miss Willey so that a judg¬ 
ment which might be rendered in the lawsuit could be collected 
out of it, and that said records had no reference to encumbrances, 
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or the condition of the title of the property, and that, as appears 
upon the other allegations of said bill, the same was filed at a time 
when it would have been impossible to have had examinations of 
property made to determine the condition of the title, and 

48 that the allegations of the bill show that that statement was 
made upon the facts ascertainable at the time, and is alleged 

to have been based upon the facts ascertainable at that time; fur¬ 
thermore, that there is no evidence that any search of the records, 
or further investigation, would have disclosed any different state of 
facts than are alleged in paragraph nine of the bill. 

Q. Now, will you please answer the question? 

The last question was read as follows: 

“You did not take the trouble, then, when you were making a 
charge of insolvency against this lady, to go to the tax assessment 
books and look for yourself to see whether any property was as¬ 
sessed to her, did you?” 

A. No; I left the matter with my attorney. 

Q. You learned about the making of the deed from George Willey 
to his sister on the morning of October 21st? A. I did. 

Q. That was Friday, was it not? A. It was Friday. 

Q. The same day you went out to the Willey house, did you not? 
A. I did. 

Q. What for? A. To find out what the trouble was. 

Q. You did not find Mr. Willey there, did you? A. I did not. 

Q. Were you not then and there referred to me? A. I was. 

Q. Did you see me? A. No, sir. 

Q. You went out there to find out what the trouble was, 

49 did you not? A. I did. 

Q. And you were told that I represented them were you 
not? A. I was. 

Q. And you did not feel interest enough in the matter to ask me 
about it, did you? 

Mr. Richardson : I object. The state of feeling of the witness at 
the time is not a proper subject of inquiry. You may answer the 
question. 

A. I thought when I was referred to an attorney my duty had 
ended there, and it was the duty of the defendants' in this action 
to make the explanation to me, not for me to seek it. 

Q. You went out there to seek it? A. I was prepared to do more 
than the fair thing, but I met with no encouragement. 

Q. You were told to see the representative of the party? A. 
Exactly. 

Q. And you would not do it? A. Not then, no, sir. 

Q. Or ever? A. Or ever. 

Q. What contract did George R. Willey ever have with you? 

Mr. Richardson : Objected to on the ground that the papers in¬ 
troduced in evidence speak for themselves. 

A. The contract attached to my deposition now given as Ex¬ 
hibit No. 1, 
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Q. Show me where Mr. Willey ever approved that contract, either 
on the face of it or any where else in that contract. 

60 Mr. Richardson : Objected to on the ground that it is 

immaterial, and upon the further ground that any question 
of the approval of that contract in writing is dispensed with, because 
of the signing, execution and delivery of the deed from Mr. Willey 
to Mr. and Mrs. Stormont. 

A. This endorsement on the bottom of the contract: “Approved 
Sep. 15, 1910. Stone & Fairfax, by R. L. Hall,” I understood to be 
by Mr. Willey’s authorization. 

Q. You are a lawyer, are you not? A. I am. 

Q. And were then ? A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know, so far as your knowledge is concerned—your 
personal knowledge, whether Willey ever saw that contract? A. 
He did not see this copy. This was my copy. 

Q. You do not know whether he ever saw r the duplicate of your 
own knowledge? A. Of my own knowledge, no, sir. 

Q. Did you ever see him in the interval between the date of that 
alleged contract and the time you went out on October 21st to the 
Delafield house? A. No, sir. 

Q. Then, so far as your personal knowledge went, you did not 
know whether Willey had ever approved that contract or not, per¬ 
sonally? A. No, sir. 

Q. Well, now T , you have undertaken to tell us, according to your 
theory, that Hall was Willey’s agent. Is that your position? A. 
That w r as my idea of it. 

51 Q, Hall did not approve it, did he? He did not approve 
of this contract of September 15th, did he? A. He w r rote 

the approval on the bottom there. 

Q. That would appear to be an approval of Stone & Fairfax. Did 
you not so understand it? A. Oh, yes, T see what you mean. Hall, 
as the salesman or agent for Stone & Fairfax, I presume, w y as the 
agent of Mr. Willey, that is, Stone & Fairfax were Mr. Willey’s 
agent. 

Q. Which, according to the theory under w T hich you w 7 ere acting, 
w T as the agent of Mr. Willey, Stone & Fairfax or Hall? A. Stone & 

Fairfax. 

Q, Hall was not, then? A. Hall was not, no sir. 

Q. Was Johnson his agent? A. No, sir. 

Q. You have referred to having seen me. Was that at Stone & 
Fairfax office? A. Yes. 

Q. When? A. The 22nd of October. 

Q. Before the deeds w T ere recorded? A. Before the deeds were 
recorded. 

Q. Do you mean to say that at that time you did not hear me 
say the reason that Mr. Willey w T ould not complete this arrange¬ 
ment under w T hich you claim? A. I certainly do. 

Q. I said nothing on that subject? A. No, sir; not in my hearing. 
Q. Did you not hear me warn Stone & Fairfax, or the agent who 
was then present, not to deliver or record those deeds? A. 

52 I want to be fair about this. I thought at first that that 
warning was not given in my hearing, as stated in Miss 
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Willey’s bill of complaint, but I am inclined to think now that it 
was your warning not to record the deed, and it was made in my 
hearing. 

Q. Was that the same time that you delivered those notes to 
Stone & Fairfax which you have shown a copy of here? A. It was 
on the same date. 

Q. Did I not say there in your presence that Willey had signed 
a paper under the terms of which he was to get $2500 for the equity 
in 308 R. Street? A. I never heard you say that. 

Q. And under a sort of preliminary account which Johnson had 
there, all he got out of the property was some six or seven hundred 
dollars- A. I did not hearing anything about that. 

Q. Were you not sitting as close to that paper as your counsel is 
to you now, he being just across this table? A. If you will re¬ 
member, I left the room before the conference was fairly begun. 

Q. Were you not there when I left, sitting at the desk? A. I was 
there when you left, yes. 

Q. And was that not said, the statement I have just referred to, 
in your presence and in your hearing? A. I will have to ask what 
statement you mean. 

Q. The statement as to what Willey was to get out of this trans¬ 
action. A. Not in my hearing, no, sir. 

Q. All you heard, then, was a warning on my part to Stone & 
Fairfax not to deliver or record those deeds? 

53 Mr. Richardson : I want to note an objection to this line 
of examination, as being wholly immaterial. After the trans¬ 
action was closed, the deeds being delivered on October 17th, 
whether Mr. Willey warned the witness, or Stone & Fairfax, or any¬ 
body else not to record the deeds, is immaterial. I object to any 
questions as to such warning or statement. 

A. I heard that warning, and also a further statement on your 
part to the effect that you were willing to pay—your client was 
willing to pay Stone & Fairfax a sum equal to what it would cost 
your client to defend a suit brought by Stone & Fairfax. That was 
all I heard. 

Q. Were the deeds recorded that day? A. No, sir. 

Q. Who was your agent in this matter? A. Well, I considered 
that I was acting for myself. 

Q, I did not ask you what you considered. I ask you to answer 
my question. Who was vour agent in this matter? A. The nego¬ 
tiations were conducted through Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. Was that corporation your agent? 

Mr. Richardson: I object to the question as not the proper 
method to prove agency, if that is what counsel desires to prove. 

Mr. Williamson: Just note that I do not know of a better way 
to prove agency than to ask the principal whether a certain person 
was his agent. 

A. I did not consider that they were my agents in the matter. 
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Q. What were you paying them commissions for? A. As 

54 my expenses to them for negotiating this trade. 

Q. They charged you a commission for negotiating this 
trade? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. How much? A. One and one-half per cent, I think it was. 

Q. On what? A. On the valuation at which my property was 
placed. 

Q. What was that? A. Thirty-five hundred dollars. 

Q. You were paying these people a commission for effecting a 
trade, yet you considered they were not your agent in effecting the 
trade? Is that your position? A. Yes, sir, that is about it. 

Q. At the first inception of this matter you gave a note, did you 
not. A. I did. 

Q. To w r hom? A. To Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. When did you change that contract to strike out “Note,” and 
insert “Check”? When was it done; when was the contract changed 
and the word “Note” stricken out and “Check” inserted? A. Seven 
days thereafter—after the date of the contract. 

Q. Who did it? A. I did it. 

Q. Did you do it on the duplicates that Hall had? A. No, sir. 

Q. What was the amount of that check? A. Two hundred dol¬ 
lars. 

55 Q. Where is that check? A. I have the canceled stub— 
the canceled check, I should have said. 

Q. What became of the note? A. It was surrendered to me. 

Q. By whom? A. Mr. Hall. 

Q. Where is that note? A. I do not know whether I have de- 
stroved it or whether I have it in mv possession yet. I think I have 
it, 

Q. It did not have the name of Willey on it, did it? A. Oh, no, 
sir. 

Q. Do you know whether he ever saw it? A. As far as I know, 
I can not say. 

Q. You gave Stone & Fairfax some other notes, did you not? A. 
Yes. 

Q. What notes? A. Notes that were secured by a second trust. 

Q. Have they been paid, as far as you know? A. Yes, sir; they 
have been paid? 

Q. Who paid them? A. I paid them. 

Q. So that when you settled under this alleged contract, you 
turned over to Stone & Fairfax the cash that you have referred to 
and some notes—second trust notes? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And they took them? A. Yes, sir. 

56 Q. Do you know whether Mr. Willey was consulted about 
that? A. Mr. Willev, as far as I know, knew nothing about 

it. 

Q. How much did those second trust notes represent? A. They 
were two notes of one hundred and fifty dollars each. 

Q. Made by you? A. Signed by me and Mrs. Stormont; yes, sir. 
Q. On what property? A. On the Delafield Place property. The 
trust was on that. 

Q. Then the way you did this was that in addition to the pay- 
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ment of cash you executed a second trust on the Delafield Place 
property? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. Securing how much? A. To secure Mr. Hall—I think he was 
one of the payees of the note—and another gentleman, I have for¬ 
gotten his name, three hundred dollars which they advanced me. 

Q. For what? A. Which they were to pay to Mr. Willey as the 
balance of the fourteen hundred dollars. 

Q. You, being a lawyer, Mr. Stormont, without consulting the 
owner of the Delafield Place property, entered into a transaction 
like that, did you? A. Yes. 

Q. Is there anything on that alleged contract which called for 
any second trust? 

Mr. Richardson: I want to note an objection upon the ground 
that this was a transaction in which Mr. Willey was not 

57 concerned, and which he had no interest in; that if the 
parties of the other part desired to negotiate a loan with 

persons who understood the contract and were willing to put up the 
entire amount of his cash purchase money, and they agreed to take 
a second trust on this property, on the theory that the sale was 
going through, Mr. Willey is not concerned in it, and has no right 
to object to it. 

Q. When were these second trust notes paid? A. The 22nd 
of December. 

Q. So at the time you put the deed from Willey to you on record 
you had not paid the cash, had you? 

Mr. Richardson: I object. 

A. I had. 

Q. Then you had given two notes for three hundred dollars each, # 
had you not? A. The proceeds of those notes went into the cash 
consideration to Mr. Willey. 

Q. How do you know they did? A. I turned the cash over to 
Stone & Fairfax, who were Mr. Willey’s agents. 

Q. You turned the cash for those notes aggregating three hundred 
dollars, over to them? A. The firm was to pay Mr. Willey the full 
cash consideration agreed upon. 

Q. You gave your notes aggregating three hundred dollars to 
Stone & Fairfax, and took it for granted that they would in some 
way convert them into cash, and Willey would get the credit for it? 
Is that the idea? A. I got credit for them. 

Q. I am not asking about yourself. Of course, you got credit 
for them. I am speaking about Willey. A. That was a 

58 matter between Mr. Willey and the firm. 

Q. And it was not until the latter part of last December 
that you paid those notes? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. After this controversy began? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. You now say that you first had knowledge of this paper, which 
is quoted by Willey in the ninth paragraph of his answer, when? 
A. You have reference to the contract? I want to be exact. 

Q. That one that Mr. Richardson showed you? A. Around the 
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first, or about the first of November, that is when I first had knowl¬ 
edge of that contract referred to in the ninth paragraph. 

Q. How do you fix the date? A. Well, I am not able to fix, as 
I have already stated, the date exactly, except that I know it was 
about, or shortly prior to the time of the filing of my bill in Equity 
against Mr. Willey and Miss Willey. 

Q. Your bill in Equity was filed October 25th. A. Well, then I 
must have had knowledge of that after it. I was fixing the date in 
this way. I thought my bill was filed in November, and was fixing 
the date of the filing of my bill in November. I know the knowl¬ 
edge of that contract came to me about the first of November. 

Q. Do you mean to tell us now that you did not know at the time 
this bill was filed of the existence of that paper signed by Willey? 
A. I do. 

Q. Do you mean to tell us that you did not know it when 

59 you met me at Stone & Fairfax office? A. I certainly do. 

Q. And although you heard that warning about the record¬ 
ing of the deeds, you made no inquiry as to what the situation was, 
so far as Willey was concerned, nor what papers he had signed? A. 
I inquired of Stone & Fairfax what the trouble was, and, as I 
stated before, the only information given me was that Miss Willey 
claimed an interest in the property. 

Q. Did they not tell you that on October 20th they had received 
a letter from me telling them that the deed to Miss Willey had been 
recorded? A. Yes, they did. 

Q. Did they not show you that letter? A. I saw the letter, but 
when- 

Q. When did you see it A. I could not say whether I saw it on 
the 21st or 22nd. 

Q. Now, having seen that letter on the 21st or 22nd, and having 
heard the warning which I gave to Stone & Fairfax, and knowing 
that the name of Willey did not appear upon any contract in your 
possession, did you then and there inquire anything with relation 
to any paper signed by him? A. Now knowing or suspecting that 
there was any such thing, I did not make any inquiries except with 
regard to what was the trouble, why he should refuse to carry out 
the trade. 

Q. Don’t you know that you had no agreement with him? 

Mr. Richardson: I object on the ground that the record shows 
for itself. 

Mr. Williamson: I mean with him personally? 

Mr. Richardson: I object on the ground that the record 

60 shows that Mr. Willey had on October 15th executed and 
delivered a deed to this witness. 

Mr. Williamson: I want it noted that I protest against the 
statement of counsel that there is anything in the record that shows 
that Mr. Willey ever delivered any deed to Mr. Stormont. 

The Witness: Will you please read the last question? 

The question was read as follows: 

“Don’t you know that you had no agreement with him?” 
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A. I considered that I had a contract with him. 

Q. I will meet you on your own ground. Don’t you know that 
you had not any paper with his name on it? A. Yes- 

Mr. Richardson: I object on the ground that the deed was 
executed by him before that time. 

Q. Do you not further know that you had not a scrap of writing 
in your possession that showed any authority from him to anybody 
about this trade? A. I had nothing but the contract. 

Q. You have ever since this transaction remained in possession 
of 308 R Street? A. I am in the house; yes. 

Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. You saw Miss Willey on the evening of October 21st? A. I 
did. 

Q. She did not give you any information at all, did she, about any 
objection to this transaction? 

61 Mr. Williamson : I object to that as manifestly leading 
and suggestive. The proper question should be What did 

she say, unless the witness is to be advised by the question as to what 
his answer is expected to be. 

Q. You stated, in answer to Mr. Williamson’s question, that she 
referred you to Mr. Williamson, and you further said that you did 
not seek him out. I will ask you whether Mr. Williamson ever 
came to see you about this transaction? A. He never did. 

Q, If he had come to see you would you have talked to him about 
the matter? A. I certainly would have. 

Q. So far as you know, did he ever make any effort to see you 
about it? A. As far as I know, he never did. 

Q. Mr. Williamson has in his questions referred to a warning 
which he gave Messrs. Stone & Fairfax not to record the deed, and 
in one place he used the alternative, to deliver or record. I will ask 
you if you know which of these was referred to by him at the time 
referred to in the conversation at the office of Stone & Fairfax? A. 
As I remember the warning given by Mr. Williamson, it was that 
the deeds should not be recorded or any further steps taken in the 
matter. 

Q. Has Mr. Willey or Miss Willey or their representatives ever 
offered to reimburse you your expenses in this matter, to deliver 
back to you title of 308 R Street, or to otherwise place you in the 
position in which you were before this transaction occurred? A. 
They never have. 

Q. In the course of your cross-examination you have &- 

62 ferred to the changing of the word “Note” to “Check” in 
your copy of the contract of sale. Did any one authorize 

you to make that change? A. I took a check over to Mr. Hall 
to take up the note that I had given under the contract. Mr. HaS 
took the check and told me when I got back to my office to scratch 
out “promissory note” and write in “check”. 

5—2363a 
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Q. Reference was made to two notes of one hundred and fifty 
dollars each, which were in some manner not very fully explained, 
employed in the office of Stone & Fairfax, to raise three hundred 
dollars, entering into this cash purchase price under your contract. 
Was the contract which you entered into with Stone & Fairfax or 
with Mr. Hall or the other gentlemen who were payees in these 
notes, in writing? Was there any written contract made covering 
those two notes? A. Nothing but the second deed of trust to secure 
the payment of those notes. 

Q. Then your contract was a verbal one? A. Yes, sir; a verbal 
contract. 

Q. Will you state what that contract was? 

Mr. Williamson: I object on the further ground that no such 
contract could in any wise affect the rights of the defendants Willeys, 
and it is absolutely incompetent and immaterial as to them. 

A. Under the contract I was to pay fourteen hundred dollars 
cash. When the time for the payment of the cash arrived I hadn’t 
it all, but was going to raise the money from some of my friends, 
but Mr. Hall offered to see that the three hundred dollars was fur¬ 
nished by himself or some one of the firm of Stone & Fairfax, 
and the security was to be my personal notes for the amount, 
63 further secured by a second deed of trust on the Delafield 
Street property. 

Q. When did you deliver those notes to the persons in the office 
of Stone & Fairfax who were, under this agreement, to raise the 
money? A. On the 6th of October. 

Q. Do you know whether the money was actually there on the 
15th of October? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as the witness can not possibly 
know that except by hearsay. 

Mr. Richardson: We will prove that by other witnesses. I 
simply w r anted to know if he knew. 

A. So I was informed. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the answer. 

Recross-examination. 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Do you mean to say, Mr. Stormont, that you executed a deed 
of trust on the Delafield Place property on October 6th? A. I 
think that was the date; yes, sir. 

Q. Although you had not a particle of title to it at that time? A. 
No sir. 

GEORGE T. STORMONT. 


. Sworn to and subscribed before me this 18th day of February, 

1911. 


ALEXANDER H. GALT, Examiner. 


Adjourned until Tuesday, February 21, 1911, at 3:15 P. M. 
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64 Washington, D. C., February 28, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment, for the purpose of resuming the 
taking of testimony on behalf of the complainant in Equity cause 
No. 29,717. 

Present: 

On behalf of the complainant, William E. Richardson, Esquire. 

On behalf of the defendant, Irving Williamson, Esquire. 

On behalf of the defendant, Richard Washington, in Equity No. 
29,785, S. D. Willis, Esquire. 

Also the parties in person. 

Testimony for the Complainant Stormont Resumed. 

Frederick E. Johnson, a witness of lawful age, produced for and 
on behalf of the complainant in Equity cause No. 29,717, having 
been first duly sworn, testified as follows: 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr. Johnson, what is your occupation or employment? A. 
making settlements for Stone & Fairfax; settlements of transactions 
that they make—the placing of loans and sales, exchanges &c. 

Q. Were you so employed in their office at the time of this Stor- 
mont-Willey transaction? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Was the firm of Stone & Fairfax authorized by Mr. Willey to 
act as his agent in the matter of the sale or the trade of the 

65 Delafield Place property for No. 308 R St. N. E. and a cash 
consideration? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as calling for hearsay testimony, 
as there is no showing that the witness has any persona] knowledge 
on the subject. 

A. I have a paper writing here that was left with me in connec¬ 
tion with that, and another paper writing, and there was a card in 
the office indicating that the property was for sale in the office. 
Whether that authority was signed by Mr. Willey or by an employe 
of the office by Mr. Willey’s agent, I do not know—or in some capac¬ 
ity, but certainly there was written on a book in the office where the 
facts are kept, a memorandum that he authorized the sale of the 
property at some price; I do not remember what that price was, and 
agreed to pay Stone & Fairfax a commission of three per cent for 
the sale. I have seen such a writing- 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the answer as an attempt 
by this witness, who ought to know better,-to give evidence of the 
contents of written papers which are not produced. 

Q. Aside from the card or other office memorandum, to which you 
have just referred, you produce two papers? A. Yes sir. 

Q. I desire to call your attention to one of those papers, which is 
apparently a contract of sale between Mr. Stormont and Stone & 
Fairfax, agents, and so described on the first sheet of the paper, to 
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which there is attached an endorsement, apparently signed “George 
R. A. Willey”, the contract and endorsement being both dated Sep¬ 
tember 15, 1910, and ask you if you know whether the signa- 

66 tures of Mr. Stormont, “Stone & Fairfax Agents, by R. L. 
Hall” and “George R. A. Willey” are signatures of those 

parties? 

Mr. Williamson : I object to that question because it erroneously 
assumes that the paper purporting to l>e signed by George R. A. 
Willey is endorsed on any contract, the fact being that they are on 
separate sheets of paper and have been by some one pinned together. 

A. I might say for the purpose of facilitating this, that you might 
ask me to state—- 

Q. Just answer the question about the signatures first. A. The 
signatures on the two papers you refer to. You refer to these as two 
papers? 

Q. Yes. A. Those on these two papers—they being the papers 
I understand you to refer to—are genuine, that is, “Stone & Fairfax,, 
by R. L. Hall” is genuine, and that of George T. Stormont is genu¬ 
ine, and that of “George R. A. Willey” is genuine. I say that from 
my knowledge of their signatures, not having seen them sign. 

Q. Have you seen Mr. Willey write his signature on any occa¬ 
sion? 

Mr. Williamson: There is no question about Mr. Willey’s sign¬ 
ing that paper. We set it up in our answer. 

A. I have seen him write his name. 

Q. In whose custody has this paper been? A. It was delivered to 
me in the course of my employment with Stone & Fairfax, I think 
by Mr. Hall, but I am not sure. It might have been delivered to me 
by Mr. Fairfax. I think by Mr. Hall. 

Q. Do you know about when that occurred? A. When it 

67 was delivered to me? 

Q. Yes? A. Well, no, I cannot say. I cannot be sure 
about that, but subsequent to its dates; not long after. 

Mr. Richardson : We offer this paper in evidence as Exhibit Stor¬ 
mont No. 5. 

The paper is accordingly marked and is hereto attached. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to the two papers, stated by Mr. Rich¬ 
ardson to be one paper, as they are not such, and I object to the 
paper purporting to be signed by George T. Stormont as different 
from the one offered for identification in several important particu¬ 
lars, and because there is no evidence that it ever came to the knowl¬ 
edge of Willey, or was shown to him. The paper signed George R. 
A. Willey I have no objection to. 

Q. You also produce another paper dated September 15, 1910, ap¬ 
parently signed George R. A. Willey. I will hand you that paper 
and ask you whether you know that to be Mr. Willey’s signature? 
A. That is the signature of George R. A. Willey. 

Q. How did you acquire possession of this paper? A. Mr. Hall 
gave me that paper—Mr. Ralph L. Hall. 
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Q. The same R. A. Hall who signed the Stormont contract? A. 
Yes sir. 

Mr. Richardson: We offer this paper as Exhibit Stormont No. 6. 

The paper is accordingly marked, and is hereto attached. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that paper as having no bearing 
on the question now involved in this case, and as being dif- 

68 ferent from the arrangement subsequently proposed to George 
R. A. Willey. 

Q. Mr. Johnson, you are the settlement clerk, I understand, for 
Stone & Fairfax. Did you have anything to do with the negotiation 
of this transaction, or did it come to your attention at a later period? 
A. At a later period, after the papers had been signed. I cannot say 
how long afterwards but before the time of settlement came it came 
to me to arrange that settlement. 

Q. Do you know whether Mr. Stormont made settlement with 
your office in accordance with the stipulations of this contract offered 
as Exhibit Stormont No. 5? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that as calling for a conclusion of 
the witness, who cannot possibly know what the contract was, nor 
was it his province to decide what the contract was. 

A. Yes sir, he did. 

Q. Do you know when he did that? A. I have the means of find¬ 
ing it out but I cannot answer now. I will say that I know that it 
was prior to October 15. I think it was October 6, 1910. 

Q. I will ask you whether at the time to which you refer, and 
prior to October 15, 1910, your office had, as agents through whom 
the matter was being settled, the cash on hand which Mr. Stormont 
was required by this agreement to pay, himself, to wit, the sum of 
$200.00 deposit and the sum of $1200, plus any additional amount 
required to adjust taxes, interest, etc.? A. We had. 

Q. Did your office secure a purchaser for the premises de- 

69 scribed as 308 R Street N. E. after the signing of this paper 
on September 15, 1910, for Mr. Willey? 

Mr. Williamson: I object because this witness cannot know ex¬ 
cept by hearsay, and it is impassible for him to know what the con¬ 
tract signed by Mr. Willey was, or what interpretation should be put 
upon it. 

A. Yes sir. 

Q. By what means did you secure the purchaser for this place? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as the witness can only know by 
hearsay, it not being claimed that he did it himself. 

A. Through a Mr. Bowie—is it Bowie? 

Mr. Richardson: Mr. Bowie. 

A. (Continuing:) Through a Mr. Bowie from Mr. H. L. Rust’s 
office. 

Q. What was the name of the purchaser? A. I received a check, 
which was presented and duly honored for the proper amount of the 
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purchase money, and a deed was subsequently delivered to Mr. Rich¬ 
ard Washington, who I understood was the purchaser. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to the understanding of the witness, 
or to his statement of the contents of any checks, or other papers. 

Q. Did the check and deed pass through your hands? A. Yes 
sir. 

Q. Did you know Mr. Richard Washington personally? A. After 
my settlement with Mr. Bowie, I met him in Mr. Rust’s office, and 
in my own office at Stone & Fairfax’s offices, but I had not known 
him prior to that; I had not known him prior to his settlement. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out all the testimony of this 
witness about any alleged sale to Washington because the witness 
now admits that he did not see him until after it was supposed 

70 to have been accomplished. 

Q. Have you the deed which was given to Mr. Washington 
hv Mr. Willey? 

Mr. Williamson: T object to the question because there is no tes- 
timonv that any such deed was ever given by Mr. Willey to Mr. 
Washington. 

A. T have a deed from Mr. Willey to Richard Washington, which 
I had recorded. 

Mr. Williamson: The execution of that deed is admitted. 

Mr. Richardson: We offer the deed in evidence as Exhibit) 
Stormont No. 7. 

The paper is accordingly marked and is hereto attached. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to it because there is no evidence that 
it was ever delivered by the grantors to the grantee, and for the fur¬ 
ther reason that it is not the paper which Mr. Willey agreed to exe¬ 
cute, under the terms of the paper signed by him on September 15. 

Q. When Mr. Bowie paid this purchase money by check, as you 
have stated, which was duly honored, did you keep the deed or turn 
it over to them? A. I turned it over to Mr. Bowie, who afterwards 
gave it back to me. He took it over to his office and kept it over 
night. 

Q. When he gave the deed back to you for what purpose did he 
give it back to you? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to any evidence of any conversations 
between Bowie and the witness out of the presence of the parties to 
this case—the defendants. 

A. lie gave it back at my request because I told him that another 
deed had been placed on record and I did not know how it 

71 might affect this transaction. 

Mr. Williamson : I move to strike out the answer as to what the 
witness said to Bowie as immaterial and irrelevant. 

Q. When Mr. Stormont made his settlement with you to which 
you have previously testified, did he execute or deliver to you any 
deed referred to in this contract of September 15? A. Yes sir. . He 
and his wife executed this deed, which I have. (Producing paper.) 
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Mr. Richardson: We offer in evidence deed from George T. 
and Beatrice Stormont to George R. A. Willey, dated October 6, 
1910, and ask that it be marked Exhibit Stormont No. 8. 

The paper is accordingly marked and is hereto attached. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that deed because there is no evi¬ 
dence that it was ever delivered to George R. A. Willey, or by any 
one by his authority, and because it is not in accordance with the 
paper signed by him on September 15, and is therefore of none 
effect, nor had the witness, or anybody connected with Stone & 
Fairfax any right to receive or record it. 

The Witness: I would like the minutes here to show my deliver¬ 
ing the letter, which I delivered to him, from Mr. Stormont, being 
out of my possession. I have not got it. 

Q. (Referring to paper.) This is the letter. I will ask you about 
that. A. I wanted to have it accounted for. 

Q. That will go in. Were you present in your office when Mr. 
Willey signed the deed to Mr. and Mrs. Stormont for the 

72 Delafield Place property, and the deed to Mr. Washington 
for 308 R Street? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did he make any objection to signing those deeds? A. Well, 
I want to qualify what I say. If he did I did not hear it. I do not 
know whether you know—you do know the arrangement of the of¬ 
fices. It is a little private office and I have a little desk outside that 
door. I use both rooms, a little back room and the desk just outside 
the door. He was engaged in some conversation with Mr. Hall and 
also with Mr. Meany, who took the acknowledgement, by the way, 
and I was not interested in the conversation as it apparently had 
nothing to do with the deeds; I do not remember now what it was. 
I left them in there; I had something else to do, and if he had 
raised any objection to signing them I probably would have been 
called upon by some one in there. I did not hear him object, and 
I probably would have. I was paying attention to what was going 
on in the room without knowing what they were talking about be¬ 
cause it did not interest me. I do not think he discussed- 

Mr. Williamson : I move to strike out the answer of the witness 
in which he undertakes to argue this case on behalf of the com¬ 
plainants, and invite the attention of the court to it. 

Q. You yourself then were not in charge of the matter of the 
signing of the deeds? A. Well, I was in charge of it, but I left it. 
I was in charge of it. I was not taking his acknowledgment. It 

was in my charge but I left it and- 

Q. Did he make any objection to you? A. He did not 

73 but the deeds were delivered to me by Mr. Meany in hig 
presence. 

Q. Did he at that time make any objection? A. None whatever. 

Q. Was that on the date that these deeds bear date? A. That 
was on the 15th of October, yes sir. 

Mr. Williamson : I suggest that Mr. Johnson make his testimony 
as brief as possible. We are making a tremendous record here. He 
is very diffusive in his answers. 
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Q. Had you heard from Mr. Willey of any objection on his part 
to concluding this transaction prior to his signing these deeds? A. 
Yes sir. 

Q. Did you have any conversation with him? A. I did by tele¬ 
phone. 

Q. Did you call him or did he call you? A. I called him. 

Q. Where was he; where did you call him? A. I think at some 
branch post office on G Street. 

Q. At his office or his home? A. I think my answer gives it— 
that being his office. I think that was it. 

Q. Did he state any objection that he had to making the trans¬ 
action? A. Yes; he said his sister did not want to make the deal. 
I asked him what she had to do with it and he said she was not pre¬ 
pared to move. I asked him if his signing the deed would require 
her to move and he said she did not want him to sign the deed until 
they were ready to move, and he told me he had some other trans¬ 
action not involving this property but property in Virginia that he 
had sold, I think, for $25,000. 

74 Q. In what connection did he refer to the sale of this other 

property? A. Well, he regarded it as more important than 


this. 

Q. Did you have anv conversation with Mr. Willev at any other 
time? A. Yes sir: I had another telephone conversation with him 
at one time when he called me and I sought then to make an ap¬ 
pointment with him to have the deed executed, and he invited me 
to his house. 

Q. Did you go? A. Yes sir; I went with Mr. Meanv, a Notary. 

Q. Was this before or after October 15th? A. Before October 
15. I went out there and rang the bell and the Notary walked up 
and down the place, but I got no response to my call. 

Q. Did you go at the time and to the place that he requested? A. 
I went to the place, and I think I was probably not more than twenty 
minutes late, but I understood that Mr. Willey was there at the 
time. 


Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the volunteer statement 
of the witness, which he again repeats as to what he understood, and 
I again invite the attention of the court to his attitude. 

The Witness: Do you want me to state about Mr. Willey- 

Mr. Williamson: I do not want you to answer anything but the 
questions. Do not ask me anything, sir. 

Q. Mr. Johnson, you did not receive any written notice from Mr. 
Irving Williamson with reference to this transaction, addressed to 
either you or Stone & Fairfax? A. I received from Mr. Stone 
a letter from Mr. Williamson, coming by special delivery. 
75 I had expected the letter. Mr. Williamson, after I had called 
him up, told me that he had written a letter. 

Q. Is this the letter to which you refer? A. Yes sir; that is the 
letter. 


Mr. Williamson: That is the letter. You need not spend much 
time on that. 
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Mr. Richardson: We offer this letter in evidence, and ask that 
it be marked Exhibit Stormont No. 9. 

The paper is accordingly marked, and is hereto attached. 

Q. Do you recall an occasion of Mr. Williamson’s meeting Mr. 
Stormont in your office? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Was Mr. Stormont there at the time Mr. Williamson came 
in, or did Mr. Stormont come in later? A. Mr. Stormont came 
after Mr. Williamson, as I recall; I do not know which it was. One 
was there before the other, and I think Mr. Stormont later than Mr. 
Williamson. 

Q, Did Mr. Stormont, after they were both there, remain in the 
same room with Mr. Williamson during the time Mr. Williamson 
was there? A. Not during all the time. 

Q. Where did he go, or what did he do? A. He left the room 
and went out of the line of my vision. I could not say just where 
he was. 

Q. Did he remain in your offices? A. Oh, yes sir. When I came 
out of the room he was there, just outside the door. 

Q. When was that with reference to the sending or the receipt 
of this letter from Mr. Williamson? Was that before or after this 
letter was received? A. That was after the letter was re- 

76 ceived. 

Q. Did Mr. Williamson at that time tell you, either when 
Mr. Stormont was present or when he was outside in the other 
office, what the reason was that his client Mr. Willey did not desire 
to conclude this transaction? A. No, he did not. 

Q. Did you ask him what was the reason for this effort on Mr. 
Willey’s part to withdraw from the deal? A. Yes—wait a minute. 
I did not ask him to—yes; that is right. I asked him. 

Q. What did he reply? A. He said he did not care to disclose 
his defence. 

Q. Did he tell you whether he was there on behalf of Mr. George 
R. A. Willey or Miss Lizzie Lee Willey? A. He told me he repre¬ 
sented all of the Willeys, I think. He was a friend of the family. 

Q. Do you know of any interest or lien of Miss Lizzie Lee Willey 
upon the Delafield Street property, and if so when did you first 
acquire that knowledge? A. I did not hear of it, I think, until 
some bill was filed, or some answer to a bill, or something of that 
sort, whatever it was, or maybe it was sometime after this thing— 
after the deed went on record anyhow, I understood that. I do not 
remember the source. 

Q. On or about October 15, or a day or two after that time, did 
Mr. Stormont come to your office? A. Oh, yes sir; I am sure he 
must have. 

Q. Do you recall whether or not the deed which had been signed 
by Mr. Willey on October 15 in your office, was delivered to Mr. 
Stormont? A. I handed the deed to Mr. Stormont. 

Q. How did you regain possession of the deed? A. He handed 
it back to me and told me to put it on record, together with 

77 some others. 

Q. Did Mr. Stormont subsequently notify you in writing 
with reference to the recording of his deed? 
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Mr. Williamson : I object to the question which calls for a state¬ 
ment by this witness as to the contents of a written paper. 

A. He handed me a letter addressed to Stone & Fairfax, under 
date of October 22, and I presume that was the date he handed it 
to me. Here is the letter. 

Mr. Richardson: We offer in evidence- 

Mr. Williamson: You have already offered that this morning, 
have you not? 

Mr. Richardson: No; it was a copy. We offer in evidence the 
paper produced by the witness, being a letter signed by George T. 
Stormont, and addressed to Stone & Fairfax, dated October 22, 
1910, a copy of which was offered in evidence as Exhibit Stormont 
No. 4. We ask that this be marked Stormont No. 10. 

The paper referred to is accordingly marked, and is hereto at¬ 
tached. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that paper as being an attempt by 
Mr. Stormont to make a statement in his own interest when pre¬ 
sumably to his own advantage, the defendant Willey being utterly 
unable to know what he was going to write, and had no opportunity 
of responding. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Mr. Johnson, you were Mr. Willey’s agent? A. I personally, 
no sir, except to deliver a deed, I suppose, it being handed to 
78 me. I supposed it w T as handed to me to deliver. There was 
no one else to hand it to- 

Mr. Williamson: I object to this statement of the witness as to 
his supposition, and I ask him to answer my question. 

(By Mr. Williamson:) 

Q. You have handed to Mr. Richardson, and there have been 
offered in evidence, two papers, both dated September 15, one pur¬ 
porting to be signed by Stormont and the other by Willey. At the 
time you so handed them to him they were pinned together. Who 
did that? A. I do not know. They were pinned together when I 
got them first. 

Q. My question was, who did that? A. I do not know. They 
were given to me,—these papers that I have previously testified 
about—either by Mr. Hall or Mr. Fairfax, and when they were given 
to me they w T ere attached with a pin, and I suppose the same pin. 

Q. When was that? A. Shortly after September 15—what is the 
date of it? Shortly after the date of the paper, or maybe on that 
date. 

Q. Which was it? A. I cannot be sure. 

Q. What is your best recollection? A. Probably shortly after. 

Q. How long after? A. Well, I cannot say. 

Q. Have those papers, or either of them, ever been out of your 
possession since then? A. No; they have not been out of my posses¬ 
sion. 
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Q. From the moment that Mr. Hall—if it was he—had handed 
you those papers, neither one of them have been out of your posses¬ 
sion until they were produced here; is that correct? A. How 

79 is that? 

Q. Neither of these papers have been out of your possession 
from the time you received them until they were produced here? 
A. I think not; I do not remember any occasion. If it had happened 
I would have remembered it. No, they have not been out of my pos¬ 
session. 

Q. Who has seen them other than Willey and yourself, and prob¬ 
ably Stone & Fairfax, while they have been in your possession? 
A. Mr. Richardson, on numerous occasions, Mr. Stormont and you. 

Q. When did Mr. Stormont first see them? A. After I received 
your letter about the deed going on record. 

Q. Then you saw them ? A. After that, maybe before. I showed 
them to him then. 

Q. Did you show me either of those papers, ever in your life? 
A. Yes. 

Q. When? A. Do you care if I refresh my memory? I want to 
be correct about it. 

0. Look at it. A. On an occasion previous by a few days to, or 
maybe only one, to my receipt of your letter I showed you that and 
the pencil statement of the contract—I mean of the settlement, and 
you expressed yourself as not understanding: it. I was very much 
surprised that you did not because I did. 

80 Q. Did you on that occasion show me anything but this 
paper purporting to be signed by Stormont? A. Perhaps, Mr. 

Williamson, that is all I showed you ; perhaps that is all. I am sure it 
must have been all because you did not ask to see anything else: I 
offered to show you other things and you told me you wanted to see 
what Mr. Willey had signed, only what he had signed, and then you 
asked me about a statement, or settlement, and I showed you that. 

0. Then you did not show me anything; although I asked you 
to show me something that Mr. Willey had signed, you did not show 
me? A. Yes, I showed you that. 

Q. Have you not just said, in response to a question from me, that 
the only paper you showed me on that occasion was the one Mr. Stor¬ 
mont signed? A. If I did I did not mean to say it. 

Q. Well, you said it. A. I did not mean to say it. Then I mis¬ 
understood you, and I am very 9orry. 

Q. Then you made a mistake, did you not? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did you say you ever showed me that paper signed by Willey 
at any time or at any place? A. I did. 

Q. When? When I first called there? A. Yes sir. 

Q. On the contrary, did I not say to you, “Show me something 
that Willey has signed to authorize any such transaction as you claim 
to have been made,” and did you not say to me: “That is all I have 
.got”—referring to the paper signed by Stormont? A. No 

81 sir. 

Q. On that same occasion did I not ask you to tell me what 
Willey was to get out of this transaction? A. You did. 
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And did you not say to me, or show me some pencil memoran¬ 
dum from which it would appear that he was to get about $600.00 
out of it? A. Yes sir. 

Q. And did I not tell you then that I had not time to investigate 
the matter but my information was that Willey was to get $2500 
out of the transaction. A. You did not tell me what your informa¬ 
tion was. 

Q. Did I not tell you that Willey was to get $2500 out of that 
transaction? A. No sir, you did not. You did not tell me that. 

Q. What did I say? A. You did not volunteer anything. 

Q. What did I say in respect of the $600 amount. A. I do not 
think you made any remark; I am sure you did not. I wanted to 
draw you out and find out what the objection was. I did not know 
at that time. 

Q. Did I not tell you that I regarded that as an attempt to impose 
on Willey, and that I would investigate it? A. You said subse¬ 
quently in your own office, and in the presence of Mr. Hall, about 
tnat. 


Q. Did I not say it to you? A. No sir. 

Q. And was it not the very next day that I called you by phone, 
or called the office by phone and got you, and told you that a deed 
had been recorded, and that a letter had been sent? A. I 
82 called you that morning and they told me you had gone to 
the Court House and would be back in five minutes—in 
about ten minutes I called you. The next time T called you you 
made answer and T told you T was ready to put those deeds on rec¬ 
ord, and was it all right. You said no, you were writing a letter to 
me and you had sent it by special delivery, and that I would get it 
in a few minutes. 

Q. Now I came up there, did I not, on Saturday the 23rd, the next 
day after that letter was written—I came to the office? A. I am 
not clear as to the date. You came up there. I think it was on that 
day that I came to your office. 

Q. Don’t you know that you called me over the phone and invited 

me to come there- A. Yes, sir, I remember that. I very much 

regretted that incident. 

Q. Wait a moment—that you invited me to the office knowing 
that Stormont would be there? A. I did not know that he would be 
there. 

Q. He was there when I got there, sitting at the desk, and you in¬ 
troduced me to him immediately, did you not? A. I remember, 
now that you refresh my memory, that Mr. Stormont was there first, 
and had handed me this letter. I previously testified that you were 
there first. 

Q. And was it not your purpose in inviting me to vour office that 
morning to have me there when you were surrounded by Mr. Stor¬ 
mont and other employes of the office with a view of having me say 
something in a matter which you thought might be of some use to 
some one? 


Mr. Richardson: I object to that question. 
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A. I would like to answer it as a matter of personal privilege, that 
I would not, if I could help it, have permitted any indignity 

83 to Mr. Williamson. I have great personal respect for him, 
and I would regret a thing like that a great personal indig¬ 
nity, and I would not be a party to it. 

Q. What did you call me there for? A. I called you there be¬ 
cause you suggested that there might be some compromise made, and 
I wanted to hear what offer of compromise there was. I did not ap¬ 
prove of what went on in there at the time, and I had no information 
that such a thing would go on. 

Q. It so happened then, by mere chance, or circumstance, that 
when I was invited to your office Stormont was there, and Stone was 
there, was he not? A. That was Mr. Fairfax? 

Q, Mr. Fairfax was there? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And taking advantage of the situation, I being at his office, 
Fairfax began a tirade, did he not, addressed to me personally? 

Mr. Richardson : I object to the examination along these lines as 
not being material to any of the issues in this case. 

A. Mr. Fairfax, at w T hat. was apparently the conclusion of our in¬ 
terview’, expressed himself in terms that were rather insulting. 

Q. And this in his ow r n office? A. In his own office. 

Q. And I had been invited there by you? A. You w T ere invited 
there by me, but I want to say that I had no idea that any such 
thing w’ould occur. 

Q. We w T ill see about that hereafter. Hid I not, in the course of 
that interview, tell Stone—did you say it was? A. Fair- 

84 fax. 

Q, (Continuing:) Fairfax, in your hearing that those 
deeds w r ere not to be recorded? 

Mr. Richardson: I want to note an objection to the question on 
the ground that it is entirely immaterial whether the counsel exam¬ 
ining the witness made that statement or not. A. You did, in effect, 
say that. 

Q. Did I not say it in words? A. When I showed you a letter 
just delivered to me by Mr. Stormont you said “You understand, of 
course, that I do not acquiesce in that.” 

Q. Did I not say it in this way, “I have not manual possession of 
those deeds, and I cannot take them away from you but I protest 
against their being recorded, and warn you not to do so?” A. No, 
Mr. Williamson. 

Q. Nothing like that? A. No sir, but rather like what I have 
just testified to. 

Q. Whose agents were Stone & Fairfax in that transaction? A. 
The agents of Mr. Willey and Mr. Stormont. 

Q. Agents for both? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Exercising a double agency, were they? A. I am answering 
that on hearsay because I asked Mr. Hall if he had notified Mr. 
Willey of the agency, and Mr. Stormont of the agency, each, and that 
it was a double agency. 
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Q. Did you ever tell Willey that you were agent for Stor- 

85 mont? A. I never did. 

Q. And of your own knowledge you do not know whether 
he ever learned that fact? A. I do not. 

Q. But as a matter of fact. Stone & Fairfax were agents for both 
parties, and undertaking to charge commissions to both parties? A. 
They did. 

Q. Do you know anything about a letter written to Willey by 
Stone & Fairfax with respect to the execution of these deeds? A. By 
Mr. Stone, was it? 

Q. Do you know anything about a letter—just tell me whether 
you know anything about it? A. T may have among these things 
a copy of that letter. 

0. Did you write it? A. I know about a letter; perhaps I did. 

Q. Can you not remember? A. T do not remember. If you will 
tell me what letter you are talking about. T may. 

0. T am telling you about a letter in which Stone & Fairfax threat¬ 
ened to go to law with Willey? A. I wrote no such letter. 

Mr. Btcharpson: I object to the counsel interrogating the witness 
about a letter, and stating what it contains without producing it, or 
accounting for its existence. 

Mr.- Williamson: T simply want to know whether he wrote it, 
and he says he knows nothing about it. I will see if I can find the 
orifrinal. 

The Witness: If von have not the original I think I have a copy, 
and it will be admitted. 

Q. I show you a letter dated October 14, purporting to be 

86 signed Stone & Fairfax bv Charles W. Fairfax, and ask you 
if vou wrote that? A. (After examining:) I did not write 

this, but it is signed bv Charles W. Fairfax. 

Q. Did you know of its being written at the time it was written? 
A. Not at the time but shortly afterwards. 

Mr. Williamson: I ask the Examiner to mark this letter for 
identification. 

The letter referred to is accordingly marked for identification 
“Johnson No. 1.” 

Q. Did not you and Hall come to my office prior to the 22nd, 
and did T not tell you at that time that Willey was—according to 
the terms of the paper T had then seen—to get a $2500.00 equity, 
and under the arrangement proposed by Stone <fe Fairfax, and under 
the terms of the paper signed by him, that was not the terms of 
the transaction vou proposed to him? A. T do not remember just 
exactlv, Mr. Williamson, what you said on that occasion. Had you 
said that T think T would have remembered it. 

Q. Did I not tell you that Willey was not getting what it was 
represented to him he was going to get, under the paper he had 
signed, and that he was being imposed upon? A. No, sir; you 
asked Mr. Hall if he knew Mr. Willev, and had known him for 
any length of time, and Mr. Hall said he did know him, and you 
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asked him if he thought that was the right kind of contract to 
hand to Mr. Willey to sign, and Mr. Hall said he did not know 
why not, and you wanted to know then from Mr. Hall if he thought 
Mr. Willey could understand such a contract, and Mr. Hall 

87 expressed himself by saying he thought he could understand 
it, and you expressed difficulty in understanding it yourself 

and said you were sure Mr. Willey could not. 

Q. Did I not tell you- A. You did not say then what it was, 

Mr. Williamson,—what the difficulty was. You did not express 
yourself to me or in my hearing up to that time that you did not 
think Mr. Willey was getting enough money for the property in 
disposing of it. 

Q. Did I not tell you that having seen the statement that you 
showed me in your office, and having then, after that, seen this 
paper signed by Mr. Willey, that it was apparent that the terms of 
that paper were not being carried out, and that it was an attempt to 
impose upon him and to do him—I do not know whether I used 
the expression “do him” but some equivalent word, out of a large 
sum of money in violation of the terms of the paper he had signed? 
A. No, Mr. Williamson. 

Q. How does it happen that you have all of these deeds here? 
How did you get them in your possession? A. The two deeds that 
I have just delivered, I got from the Record Office by returning the 
Recorder’s receipts. 

Q. You kept the Recorder’s receipts after the deeds were re¬ 
corded until you took them out? A. I do not know whether I did 
or not. I think I did keep them. I am pretty sure I did. 

Q. When did you give the Washington deed to Mr. Bowie? A. 
On the day that you first came to the office about this transaction. 
Q. When did you get it back? A. The day following. 

88 Q. When I came to the office you knew there was some 
difficulty about the transaction, did you not? A. It was 

easy to infer from your manner that there was something wrong, 
and I could not make out what it was, and I asked you. 

Q. Did you not know? A. At that time you had not prohibited— 
you certainly had not said anything against the delivery of the 
deed. 

Q. Did I not tell you that I had come up there to get some in¬ 
formation about the transaction, and that I would examine into it? 
A. Yes, sir. “I will let you hear from me tomorrow,” you said. 

Q. And I did let you hear from me did I not? A. You did. 

Q. Did you tell Mr. Bowie that I had been up there at the time 
you delivered him the deed? A. Mr. Bowie was in the office while 
you were there. He saw you. 

Q. Did Stone & Fairfax get a commission from Mr. Washington? 
A. No. Would you care to see the contract in that case? 

Q. I am asking you the question. A. They did not get any com¬ 
mission from Mr. Washington. 

Q. They sold the property for a certain amount. They sold it 
for how much, according to their contention? A. The office sold 
this through a salesman in the office for $2660, net, to some person 
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through H. L. Rust, and that person turned out to be Mr. 

89 Washington. There is the contract. 

Q. And Stone & Fairfax considered that $2500 of that 
belonged to Mr. Willey and the remainder to themselves; is that 
the idea? A. I presume that is what they considered because I 
made up the statement on that line. 

Q. Have you ever rendered any statement to Mr. Willey of this 
transaction? A. I have not. 

Q. Have you ever paid him any money, or tendered him any 
money? A. I have not. 

Q. Did Mr. Stormont pay this $1400 in cash? A. Yes, sir, ex¬ 
cept, I think, less $215, for which he gave us notes, and he after¬ 
wards took up the notes and gave us the difference. 

Q, He did not do that though until the 28th of December, did 
he? A. Some time afterwards, but we were to advance the money 
for that. He gave us the money or the equivalent of it. 

Q. At the time these deeds were signed by Willey in your office 
was any statement given him, or any statement made to him as to 
how much the property had been sold for by you? A. No, sir, I 
did not. At that time I might say, I did not know whether it had 
been sold or not—yes, I did too. I did know it had been sold then. 
I had the contract. 

Q. Did you prepare the deed that Willey executed to Washing¬ 
ton? A. It was prepared under my direction. 

90 Q, Look in that deed and tell me whether or not there 
is any statement in there that that property was sold subject 

to anything? A. There is not. 

Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. When Mr. Stormont made his settlement on Oct. 6, did you 
then have the papers bearing date Sept. 15, 1910, which were offered 
in evidence as Exhibit Stormont 5? A. Yes. 

Q. When Mr. Williamson came to your office and asked to see 
the paper signed George R. A. Willey, did you hand him both of 
these papers pinned together, or did you then unpin them and 
hand him the second sheet signed by Mr. Willey? A. I might have 
done that because he said he only wanted to see which was Mr. 
Willey’s; he wanted to see what Mr. Willey had signed. I may 
have unpinned them, I do not know. If I did, it was open to his 
inspection. Anything that I had there was open to his inspection. 

Q. I want to ask you about the transaction to which you referred 
in your answer to Mr. Williamson’s question as to the receipt of the 
notes of Mr. Stormont for about $215 on the purchase price which 
he was to pay in cash. Were those notes held by your office or de¬ 
livered to Mr. Willey as part of the purchase money, or were they 
to be discounted by your office and the cash turned over to Mr. 
Willey, or what was the situation? A. The office was to advance the 
full amount of the notes, namely, $300, to Mr. Stormont for the 
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purpose of completing a deficiency in the money that he had 

91 given me at that time. Those notes were signed by Mm. 
Stormont as well as Mr. Stormont, and signed on the 6th of 

October. Later I turned them over to Mr. Stormont. He wanted 
them. It was at his request. 

Q. When you prepared this pencil memorandum of settlement 
did you treat that transaction as cash or notes to Mr. Willey’s credit? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to any statement of the contents of 
that written memorandum. 

A. Cash. 

Recross-examination. 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. At what valuation was Mr. Stormont’s R street property put 
in by him as part of this transaction, as you understood it? A, I 
could not tell you that. The contract does not disclose it, and I 

do not know what they talked about. It was my understanding- 

Q. Never mind about your understanding. A. I have only to 
refer to that because I did not know what they talked about. 

Q. Don’t you know that he paid a commission on $2500? A. 
(Examining paper:) Commission at l 1 /^ per cent on $3500, was 
what I charged him. 

« a. 

Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Either during your cross or direct examination you requested 
leave to explain the matter of the sale of premises 308 R St. 

92 and were not then given the opportunity of making your 
explanation. Merely for the purpose of affording you the 

opportunity to submit an explanation of this, I suggest the matter 
at this point? 

Mr. Williamson : I do not know to what you refer. 

A. In the contract, or receipt given H. L. Rust, the agent, of 
which I have a copy, 308 R St. N. E. is, as of September 28, 1910, 
to be sold for $2660 net. Out of that $2660 net would have to be 
paid a commission to one of the salesmen in the office, uot other¬ 
wise connected with the transaction, and the expenses of releasing 
a deed of trust then on the property, one of the trustees being in 
Mexico, and we could only estimate the cost of it, and we did esti¬ 
mate it in a statement to H. L. Rust’s office, that we would be re¬ 
sponsible for that release, or for the costs of that release in a sum 
not exceeding $25.00. 

Mr. Williamson : I move to strike out the explanation of the 
witness as being made for the most part of the contents of written 
papers, and as absolutely incompetent. 

FREDERICK E. JOHNSON. 
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Subscribed and sworn to before me this 23rd day of February, 

1911. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, Examiner . 

Without concluding the testimony for the complainant, an ad¬ 
journment was taken until Saturday, February 25th, 1911, at 11 
o’clock a m 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, Examiner. 


93 Washington, D. C., February 25, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment for the purpose of resuming the 
taking of testimony on behalf of the complainant in Equity cause 
No. 29,717. 

Present: 

William E. Richardson Esq., Solicitor for the complainant; 

Irving Williamson Esq., Solicitor for the Defendants Willey; and 

S. D. Willis Esq., Solicitor for the defendant Washington. 

Also the parties in person. 

Testimony for the Complainant (Resumed). 

Ralph L. Hall, a witness of lawful age produced for and on 
behalf of the complainant in Equity cause No. 29,717, having been 
first duly sworn, testified as follows: 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr. Hall what is your occupation and employment? A. I 
am a real estate salesman connected with the firm of Stone & Fair¬ 
fax. 

Q. Are you acquainted with Mr. and Mrs. Stormont and Mr. 
and Miss Willey, parties to these proceedings? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did you have anything to do with the negotiations concern¬ 
ing the trade of the Delafield Place property for 308 R Street N. E. 
in this city? A. I made the deal for both of them. 

Q. Do you recall when the contract of sale or exchange was 
signed? A. I recall the contract of sale first; that is Mr. 

94 George R. A. Willey gave Stone & Fairfax, as &ell as I re¬ 
member it, an option to sell 1403 Delafield street for $6,000, 

out of which he agreed to pay Stone & Fairfax 3% commission for 
a purchaser within that time, as well as I remember. 

Q. I hand you Exhibit Stormont No. 6, and ask you if that 
is the contract to which you now refer A. (After examining:) 
Yes sir; this is the contract that Mr. Willey signed in my presence 
and at my dictation. 

Q. Prior to that time had you been negotiating or seeking to 
negotiate, a sale or exchange of the two properties in question in 
this cause? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Had Mr. Stormont ever signed any contract with the firm 
of Stone & Fairfax, instructing them to sell or exchange his prop- 



GEORGE T. STORMONT ET AL. 


81 


erty? A. He gave us the right to sell his house, but he had not 
signed any contract to exchange up to this time—that is prior to 
this written authority from Mr. Willey to sell his premises I had 
not been able to get the two gentlemen together to make an ex¬ 
change because Mr. Willey, I think during the month of July of 
that year, had refused to make the exchange. 

Q, Had Mr. Stormont signed any contract authorizing your firm 
to sell his place, or had he merely handed in the place to be listed? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to the question as leading and sug¬ 
gestive. 

A. Mr. Stormont gave me that property for sale, that is 308 R 
Street Northeast. 

Q. My question was, had he signed any contract or had he 
merely listed the place w T ith your firm for sale? A. He listed it 
with us. 

95 Q. Did he sign any paper? A. No sir. 

Q. Had Mr. Willey prior to September 15, 1910, listed 
his property with you for sale? A. In the same manner that Mr. 
Stormont did, according to my recollection. 

Q. Was this paper, which bears date September 15, 1910, which 
you have just examined actually signed on that day? A. Yes 
sir; it was signed on that day right in my presence. I remember 
that distinctly. 

Q. I want to hand you Exhibit Stormont No. 5, which consists 
of two papers, one signed “Stone & Fairfax by R. L. Hall” and 
George T. Stormont, purchaser, and the other signed by the parties 
whose signatures appear to be attached on the day on which it 
bears date? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Which of the two papers signed on the same day, to wit, 
Exhibit Stormont No. 6, and Exhibit Stormont No. 5, were signed 
first? A. That paper (indicating Exhibit No. 6) was signed first. 

Q. Will you explain as briefly as possible the circumstances under 
which the second paper, Exhibit Stormont No. 5, was signed on 
September 15—that is the one you hold in your hand? A. Well, 
after I had gotten the exclusive right to sell Mr. Willey’s house at 
$6,000, and his paying us a commission of 3%, I immediately went 
to Mr. Stormont and got him to sign up this contract of sale, which 
he had agreed to. 

Q. Where was Mr. Stormont at that time, and who was 

96 present? A. In his office, in the presence of his wife and 
little boy, or little girl, I do not remember which, in this 

building—the Bond Building.. 

Q. Was Mr. Willey present at that time? A. He was not. 

Q. Where did Mr. Willey sign the second part of that? A. 
Down in his place of business at the Union Building on G Street 
between 6th and 7th streets—I think that is the name of the 
building. 

Q. Did you take the paper to him there? A. I did. 

Q. I}id you have, when you took the paper for him to sign, the 
contract signed by Mr. Stormont? A. Yes sir. 
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Q. Did he see that? A. Both papers were exhibited to him. 

Q. Did he read it, or did you explain it to him? A. I think 
he read it and I explained it to him both. 

Q. Did you discuss with him the comparative amount which 
would be received by him as the result of this trade, with the 
guarantee attached, bv which Stone & Fairfax were to sell 308 R 
St. N. E., with the Exhibit, No. 6, being the agreement under 
which the property was to be sold for $6,000 cash? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to any testimony from this witness 
as to any explanation of the paper signed by George R. A. Willey 
because it speaks for itself, or as to the other paper—both speaking 
for themselves. 

Mr. Richardson : I would like to ask counsel to inform us then 
whether he proposes to rely upon his contention in the 

97 pleadings that Mr. Willey did not understand this contract? 

Mr. Williamson : I propose to rely upon the defence as 
made, and, among the rest, that that paper of September 15 speaks 
for itself, and it is not competent for this witness to interpret it 
for us. 

A. I told Mr. Willey that. Stone & Fairfax had to sell 308 R St. 
at $2500 net to him in a period of thirty days; that he did not 
have to take the R St. house if be did not want it. That is what I 
• told Mr. Willey, and then he signed. He wanted the money out of 
the R St. house instead of the house. 

Q. Was this agreement signed earlier in the same day by Mr. 
Willey, referred to in discussing this second agreement which he 
signed? A. This paper—whatever the number of it is- 

Mr. Williamson: No. 6. 

A. (Continuing:) No. 6, was signed first. 

Q. Was that Exhibit, which was signed first, discussed between 
you and Mr. Willey when he signed this second paper? A. No 
sir; Mr. Willey would not make the trade if he had to take the R 
St. house. I could not trade Mr. Willey’s house on the basis that 
he tried to trade in July at $7,000 but when Mr. Willey reduced the 
price of his Delafield St. house to $3,000, and Mr. Stormont being 
willing to take it at $7,000, and unwilling to put his house in at 
less than $3500, on R St., that would necessarily knock off a thou¬ 
sand dollars of Mr. Stormont’s house, and there w T e had the deal 
made, which Mr. Willey agreed to sign and did sign, to make the 
trade. That is how the trade w r as perfected. 

Q. Did you discuss w T ith him then the question of the 

98 amount of cash that he would derive from this trade? A. 

No sir; I never discussed the amount of cash that he w T ould 

derive from the sale, except this, that he would get all of the $6,000 
less the 3% commission, and, of course, what he owed on the house. 
T told him that the very next morning when he came in the office 
and brought his papers in. 

Q. That is, what he owed on which house? A. 1403 Delafield 

St. 
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Q. Were you present when Mr. Willey came to the office of Stone 
& Fairfax on October 15 for the purpose of signing the deeds? A. 
Yes sir. 

Q. Did you see him sign the deeds? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did he examine these deeds before signing them A. Yes 
sir. 

Q. For how long a time? A. I think we were in the room there 
about half an hour, I should say. 

Q, Did he read the deeds over himself? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did he ask any questions about the language employed in the 
deeds, or suggest any changes? A. No sir. 

Q. Did he at that time object in any way to signing the instru¬ 
ments? A. No sir. 

Q. Had Mr. Willey previous to that time made any objection, so 
far as your personal knowledge goes, to consummating this trans¬ 
action? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did he himself state his objection in your presence, 

99 or to you? A. I think he said he did not want to get out 
of the house on account of the illness of his brother. I think 

that was his excuse. 

Q. Who was present when he made that statement? A. I cannot 
say that any one was. He made it to me direct. 

Q. Do you know whether the complainant in Equity No. 29,785, 
Miss Lizzie Lee Willey, during the time that this transaction was 
taking place, knew that this sale was being made? A. Yes sir; she 
knew the sale was being made, and she knew who the purchaser was. 

Q. Did you have any other transactions with Mr. George R. A. 
Willey, or Miss Willey, with respect to the purchase or sale of any 
other property at this same time? A. Yes sir. I tried to sell Mr. 
George R. A. Willey a house on—what is the street that the car bam 
is on? Decatur street, in Saul’s subdivision, and was in hopes of’ 
selling him a house on the day prior to his filing of the deed to 1403 
Delafield Street to his sister Lizzie. I had every reason to believe 
that I was going to sell him 1206 or 1205 Decatur street, because we 
were all through the house together—Mr. George R. A. Willey and 
his sister Ada and Miss Lizzie. They all liked it and I had every 
assurance in the world that I was going to sell them that house, or 
either one of them, and nothing was said when I brought Mr. Willey 
back to the office that afternoon but that he was going to buy it. He 
said he would let me know a little later on. I believe that afternoon 
the office had received a telephone communication from Mr. Wil¬ 
liamson stating for Stone & Fairfax not to do anything with 

100 the deeds that Mr. Willey had executed. 

Mr. Willi 4MSON: I object to this testimony of the witness as to 
any information he received, it not being contended that he was 
present when any message over the telephone was received. 

The Witness: I think you telephoned me. I think I received 
the message. 

Mr. Richardson: Please just answer the questions. 

Q. Had you taken Mr. Willey out to see Mr. Stormont’s house at 
any time? A. I had. 
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Q. I will ask you to state whether or not during this time that the 
negotiation was pending, and afterwards when the contract was 
signed, Mr. Willey knew that you were representing Mr. Stormont 
in the disposition of his house, as well as representing Mr. Willey? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to the question as calling for a con¬ 
clusion. 

A. He did. ' 

Q. Did Mr. Willey, prior to the time that this matter was taken 
up by Mr. Williamson as his attorney, indicate any other reason to 
you why he was either disinclined to make the trade, or sale of his 
property, or why he did not care whether or not he made any sale 
of the property? A. He did, and this was the reason—another rea¬ 
son that he assigned: After he had sold some land down in Virginia, 
I think it was, he had gotten a considerable sized check, and he did 
not care whether he sold the Delafield street house or not; he would 
carry it along, and was going to fix it up. I think that was the lan¬ 
guage he used at his office. 

Q. How do you know that he got a check from the sale of any 
other property? A. He showed it to me. 

101 Q. Do you recall the amount of the check? A. Not ex¬ 
actly. I can approximate the amount. As well as I remem¬ 
ber it was between $3,000 and $4,000. I would not be sure as to 
that. 

Q. When was this that he referred to that matter and showed you 
that check? A. Pending the closing of this transaction of his— 
during this transaction. 

Q. Was that after the contract to make the sale had been signed? 
A. Oh, yes; long after. 

Q. Was that before Mr. Williamson took up the matter on Octo¬ 
ber 20? A. Oh, yes. 

Q. Did Mr. Willey ever assign any other reason for not wanting 
to go ahead with this deal than you have indicated? A. None what¬ 
soever, to my knowledge. 

Q. Were you present at the time of the interview between Mr. 
Johnson and Mr. Williamson, which occurred on October 22? A. 
I was. 

Q. Did Mr. Williamson at that time make any statement as to 
the reason Mr. Willey did not desire to proceed with this sale in ac¬ 
cordance with the contract he had signed? A. Except that Mr. 
Willey did not quite understand it, and wanted to see him. He did 
not say what line of defence he was going to put in, or anything like 
that to my knowledge. He said he wanted to see Mr. Willey again. 

Q. Did you have any other or further conference with Mr. Wil¬ 
liamson, either at his office or your office, subsequent to the 

102 one of October 22nd? A. I think Mr. Williamson came—I 
do not know whether it was the following day or the day 

after—to our office when I was present with him in our private 
room. 

Q, Then was the first interview to which you have referred at his 
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office or your office? A. The first was at his office. I accompanied 
Mr. Johnson down to Mr. Williamson’s office on Fifth Street. 

Q. At either of these interviews did he assign any reason for Mr. 
Willey’s not desiring to proceed with the sale or trade? A. Except 
that he was not going to consummate the deal; was not going to 
carry it out, or something of that kind. 

Q. Did either you or Mr. Johnson inquire of Mr. Williamson the 
reason for that action on the part of his client? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as leading and suggestive. 

A. I did not. 

Q. Did Mr. Williamson make any offer to you or to Mr. Johnson, 
in your presence, of any settlement with your office for its expenses 
and commissions in this matter? A. There was an overture made 
by Mr. Williamson that Mr. Willey would pay something but I do 
not think any aniount was stated, but Mr. Willey told him that he 
would pay me for my trouble in the matter if he could be let off but 
I told him the matter was entirely out of my hands and that of 
Stone & Fairfax, as Mr. Stormont expected to get the house. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to the latter part of that answer, in 
which the witness undertakes to volunteer a statement which was not 
called for by the question. 

103 Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. It was in July that this matter first came up was it not? A. 
Some time during the summer, Mr. Williamson. I do not remem¬ 
ber the exact month. 

Q. Did you not tell Mr. Willey then that he could put his house 
in at $7,000 and he would get at least $2350 out of the R St. house? 
A. I did not mention the amount he could get out of the R St. 
house but the basis of the trade of the two properties was $7,000 and 
$3500, he taking the R St. house at $3500 and putting his house in 
at $7,000. 

Q. Did you not make a calculation and say to him that he would 
get $2350? A. No sir. 

Q. You never did that? A. I have no recollection of that. 

Q. Well you could not be mistaken about a thing of that sort, 
could you? A. Oh, yes. I do not remember whether I figured with 
him or not. 

Q. Do you remember telling him that he would get—if he en¬ 
tered into the trade—at least $2350 out of it? A. No sir; I do not 
think I did. 

Mr. Richardson: I want to note an objection to this line of ex¬ 
amination because the same is so far prior to the signing of the 
agreement that it does not shed any light on the present controversy. 

Q. And Willey would not accept that and it fell through? A. 
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Mr. Willey would not take the R St. house. He did not want 

104 to make a trade. Mr. Willey did not want to be bothered 
with any more property, from what he told me, and the 

matter was dropped. 

Q. Did you not tell him at that time that if he would put through 
the trade he could get at least $2350 out of the equity? A. I did 
not. 

Q. And it fell through. Now you tell us that three or four 
months after that he reduced the price of his house from $7,000 to 
$6,000; is that it? 

Mr. Richardson: I object to the question because the witness has 
only identified a statement in Mr. Willey's handwriting in which 
he did that. 

A. He did reduce the price from $7,000 to $6,000 if a sale were 
made. 

Q. Although in July he had declined a proposition in which the 
house was figured at $7,000, two or three months afterwards he re¬ 
duced it $6,000? A. He would not make a trade to take the R St. 
house. 

Q. Did you not tell him in July that the house could be sold for 
$2350—his equity in the R St. house—and he would not be mak¬ 
ing a trade but a sale? A. I told him that he could sell the R St. 
house but I did not tell him what he could sell it for; that he could 
keep it and rent it, but he did not want to be bothered with any 
property. 

Q. But did you not tell him that he could sell it so that it would 
net him at least $2350? A. No sir. 

Q. Who started this matter in motion again after it had fallen 
through in July? A. I told Mr. Willey that if he would sell 

105 his house for about $6,000 I could make a deal with him. 

Q. Answer my question. Please do not volunteer any¬ 
thing. A. You asked me who started it. I started it with Mr. 
Willey. 

Q. Answer my question, please. 

The question was repeated as follows: 

“Who started this matter in motion again after it had fallen 
through in July?” 

A. Well, I do not know just exactly now whether I met George 
on the street, or whether I had George come to the office and asked 
him whether he would sell his house for $6,000. I do not remem¬ 
ber how it happened. 

Q. What is your best recollection? A. My recollection is that I 
had George come to the office. 

Q. When? A. Some time in the fall. I do not know just the 
date. 

Q. You had not seen anybody in the meantime; you just tried to 
sell the property to anybody at all? A. I had seen Stormont, yes 
sir. I tried to make a deal with Stormont out in Petworth. 

Q. When did you see Stormont in connection with these papers 
that you claim he signed? A, After those papers were signed giv- 



ing us authority to sell it for $6,000, and his paying us a commission 
of 3%. Then I saw Stormont about Willey's house. 

Q. You had not seen Stormont before that? A. Not about Wil¬ 
ley's house. I had been trying to make another trade for Mr. Stor¬ 
mont's house. 

Q. When did you see Stormont? A. I saw him several days 
prior; I cannot say when. 

106 Q. When did you see him before September 15—the near¬ 
est time to that? A. Was that the date on which he executed 

that? 

Q. That is the date of that paper there. A. About two days, I 
think, before that. 

Q. On this subject? A. No, it was on the subject of the house 
in Taylor street in Pet worth. 

Q. My question is when, just shortly prior to Sept. 15, did you 
see Stormont about this Delafield Place property? A. I think it 
was the day before; something like that. I do not know whether 
it was the day before or not. 

Q. When was that written agreement signed by Stormont, and 
where was it written? A. It was written at the office of Stone & 
Fairfax. 

Q. I show you Exhibit Stormont No. 1 and ask you if it is a du¬ 
plicate of Stormont No. 6? 

Mr. Richardson : I want to note an objection because the papers 
speak for themselves. 

A. Yes sir; this is a duplicate. 

Q. In Exhibit Stormont No. 1, the following words are erased: 
“This contract is made approved by owner." Look at Exhibit 
Stormont No. 5 and tell me if you find those words erased in that? 
A. This one (referring to Exhibit No. 5) I think we held. 

Q. Exhibit No. 1 you held, or which? A. My recollection is 
that this is the one that Mr. Stormont held. 

Q. That is No. 1. Now answer my question. 

The question was repeated as follows: 

“Look at Exhibit Stormont No. 5 and tell me if you find 

107 those words erased in that?" 

A. They are not erased in this. 

Q. Who erased those words in Exhibit No. 1? A. I cannot say 
as to that. 

Q. You never showed Willey Exhibit No. 1, did you? You showed 
him Exhibit No. 5? A. This is the paper I showed him. 

Q. That is Exhibit No. 5? A. Yes sir, that is the paper I 
showed him. 

Q. So far as you know he never saw Exhibit No. 1? A. No, be¬ 
cause Mr. Stormont had this as his receipt for the deposit which he 
gave us. It was made in duplicate form. 

Q. What did you do with Exhibit No. 5 after it was signed by 
Stormont ; who did you hand it over to? A. Which is No. 5? 

Q. This is the one you say you kept. A. This came back to ,the 
office of Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. Did you see Willey twice on September 15th? A- I caunqt 
8—2363a 
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say as to that really. I saw Mr. Willey at his office and my recol¬ 
lection is in the afternoon of that day, when he signed that paper 
and saw the other paper. 

Q. How many papers did he sign that day? A. He signed the 
one paper. 

Q. That was this paper? A. Yes sir. 

Q. That is the one bearing date Sept. 15 and attached to Exhibit 
No. 5. Subsequent to Sept. 15, when did you again have any part 
in this matter? A. After the 15th, is it? 

Q. Yes. A. I went out to Mr. Willey’s house to see what progress 
if any had been made towards their getting another house. 

108 Q. Did you see him about the 14th of October at his of¬ 
fice? A. I was at his office; I cannot remember the date. 

Q. Did not you go there with some one? A. I was at his office in 
company with Mr. C. P. Stone. 

Q. You went there and tried to bull-doze him into signing those 
deeds, did you not? 

Mr. Richardson : I object to the form of the question. 

A. Oh, no sir; I did not. 

Q. Didn’t you threaten him? A. I did not. 

Q. He never was threatened in any way, w r as he? A. No sir. 

Q. To your knowledge? A. There was a letter handed to Mr. 
Willey by Mr. Stone, coming from the office of Stone & Fairfax 
that unless he consum-ated the transaction entered into by him the 
matter would be placed in the hands of their attorney, or Mr. 
Stormont’s attorney, I do not remember which. 

Q. Who were you acting for then? A. I was in company with 
Mr. Stone. Mr. Stone handed him the paper. 

Q. Who were you acting for? A. I was acting for both of them. 

Q. Who w 7 as Mr. Stone acting for; who was he the agent for in the 
matter? A. Well, I presume he was the agent for both of them; 
I do not know. 

Q. He was threatening Mr. Willey w T ith a law suit, was he 

109 not? A. Well, whatever the purport of the letter is. I do 
not remember the phraseology of it. The letter w r as to the 

effect- 

Q. I am not asking you about the letter; the letter w T ill speak for 
itself. I will show 7 you that after awhile. I am asking you what 
was said? A. Mr. Willey at that time did not want to complete the 
transaction and Mr. Stone told him it was beyond their power; 
they did not have anything more to do with it; that Mr. Stormont 
expected his house, and the matter would be placed in the hands of 
the attorney unless he carried out his agreement, or something of 
that kind; I do not remember the exact words. 

Q. Did not Stone tell him in your presence that he, Stone, or 
Stone & Fairfax, were going to sue Willey for eight or nine hundred 
dollars unless he signed that deed? A. No sir. 

Q. No amount of money was mentioned? A. No sir. 

Q. Is it not a fact that Stormont was not mentioned in the whole 
transaction? A. No sir, that is not the fact. His name was men¬ 
tioned right along. 
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Q. Was Mr. Stone making any demand on Willey in behalf of 
Stormont then? A. Well I presume he was making a demand in 
behalf of himself, as well as others. 

Q. What did he have to do with it, except a commission? A. He 
wanted the deal to be carried out as entered into by both of them. 

Q. So that he could get his commission from both? 

Mr. Richardson: I object to the question as the witness 

110 is not presumed to know what Mr. Stone was thinking at the 
time, or his reasons for asking questions, or making state¬ 
ments. 

A. I presume that was the reason he did that. 

Q. You had a share in this division, if it was collected, did you 
not? A. Oh, yes sir. 

Q, That was your interest in the matter, was it? A. And to see 
that the deal was carried out. As representing both of them I 
wanted the deal to go through. 

Q. So you could get a commission from both? A. Well, that 
is the natural course of business, where a man is working. 

Q. Now let me show you a paper and ask you if it is in your hand¬ 
writing? (Exhibiting paper.) A. That is my handwriting, yes 
sir. 

Q. Did you give that to Willey? A. I did the figuring on my 
desk. 

Q, Answer my question, please. I asked you if you gave that to 
Willey? A. I think I did, or he took it off the desk, I do not know 
which. 

Q. You made it for his benefit, did you not? A. Yes sir, when 
we were figuring on his accounts. That was in the month of July 
though. 

Q, I understand that perfectly well. 

Mr. Williamson: Please mark this paper for identification. 

The paper just referred to is accordingly marked for identifica¬ 
tion “Hall No. 1.” 

A. That was before he reduced the price of his house. 

Q. Now when did you first see me at Stone & Fairfax’s 

111 office? A. I do not know whether it was in the morning or 
the afternoon. 

Q. You understand what I mean. What day? A. I cannot 
mention the day. 

Q. What is your best recollection? A. It was after you had tele¬ 
phoned to the office that these papers were not to be put on record. 

Q. Do you not know that I was there the day before and was 
shown some alleged pencil memorandum of a statement, and saw 
Mr. Johnson? A. I was not present. 

Q. Is it not a fact that you only saw me once at Stone & Fair¬ 
fax’s office, and that was on Saturday? A. I saw you in the back 
room at our office. 

Q. Do you mean to say that you ever saw me but once in connec¬ 
tion with this transaction at Stone & Fairfax’s office? A. I think it 
was only once, yes sir, that I saw you at the office. 
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Q. Now what day was it that you say you had Mr. Willey and his 
sistet over at some Decatur street house? A. We were out twice. I 
do not- 

Q. The last time? A. I cannot answer as to the day really; I 
cannot recollect the dav. I had all three of them. 

%j 

Q. You have told us all about that. Now when you got back- 

A. I brought Mr. Willey back to our office. 

Q. And then you were notified about this telephone message from 
me, were you not? A. Mr. Willey- 

Q. Just answer the question. A. I think it was immediately 
afterwards, yes sir. 

112 Q. The same day? A. It may have been the same after¬ 
noon, yes sir. After I had left Mr. Willev at our office I 

think the telephone communication was received from you. 

Q. Now 7 as a matter of fact was not that telephone message sent in 
the morning, and immediatelv followed by a special delivery letter? 
A. I cannot say as to that. That may have been the condition. 

Q. And don’t you know 7 that at the very time that I sent that 
telephone message Mr. Willey was present in my office? A. I do 
not know about that because T was not at your office w 7 hen he w r os 
there. 

Q. He could not have been in tw 7 o places at once. If be had been 
with you he could not have been with me, could he? A. Well, 
hardly. 

Q. Now Mr. Stormont came to you after the deed from George 
Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey was recorded? A. Mr. Stormont 
came to me. 

Q. Did he come to see you after the deed to Lizzie Lee Willey 
was recorded? A. Oh, ves sir. he came over on his wav to his office 
the next morning. He saw it in the newspaper that Mr. Willey had 
recorded a deed to his sister. 

Q. Did he ask you then what the reason for it w 7 as? A. He made 
some remark about it; he would like to understand it. He did not 
know 7 what to make of it. 

Q. Did you not tell him that all you understood was that it w 7 as 
because Lizzie T.ee Willey claimed an interest in it? A. No 

113 sir; T never understood that Miss Lizzie Lee Willey had an 
interest in the property. 

Q, And you never told Mr. Stormont so? A. No sir; I never told 
Mr. Stormont that Miss Lizzie Lee Willey had an interest in it be¬ 
cause I did not know 7 she bad. 

Q. Or that she claimed to have it? A. Or claimed to have had 
it. 

Q. Now 7 you say you came to my office once wdth Mr. Johnson. 
When w 7 as that? A. I do not remember just when. I remember 
going there with Mr. Johnson. 

Q. Before or after the deed w 7 as recorded? A. My impression is 
it was afterwards. 

Q. Before or after you saw’ me at Stone & Fairfax’s office? A. 
It was before I saw 7 you at Stone & Fairfax’s office because you came 
up the next day or the day afterwards. 

Q. You came of your own motion to my office, did you not? I 
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did not ask you to come there, did I? A. I think that is so, yes 
sir. 

Q. Did I not tell you in that conversation that Mr. Willey had 
been imposed upon in this, that he had signed a paper which I had 
just come into possession of, by which he gave authority to sell that 
equity in 308 R St. for $2500 net, and that I had been up to Stone 
& Fairfax’s office and I found that all he got out of the transaction, 
as they claimed it, was, say, about $600.00? A. You said that you 
thought Mr. Willey ought to have had more money out of it, or 
something of that kind. 

Q. Do you deny that you said what I have asked you? A. I be¬ 
lieve you said something of that nature. I do not recall just 

114 exactly the words. 

Q, Do you know how it was that I happened to come to 
Stone & Fairfax’s office when you saw me there? A. No sir. 

Q, Did you have anything to do with telephoning for me? A. 
I do not know whether I received the communication from you or 
not. I did not telephone to you, no sir. 

Q. On that Saturday when you saw me at Stone & Fairfax’s office 
were you not there when somebody telephoned me? A. When 
somebody telephoned for you? 

Q. Yes; from your office? A. I have no recollection of any one 
telephoning for you. 

Q. You did not hear that? A. I have no recollection of it. 

Q. Do you know how I happened to come there? A-No sir; I 
do not remember. I cannot state as to that. I know that you were 
at the office, and Mr. Johnson was in the room, and Mr. Fairfax was 
in the room. 

Q. And Mr. Stormont was there sitting at the desk? A. I cannot 
sav whether Mr. Stormont was there. I would not be positive about 
that. 

Q. You did not see him there? A. He may have been there. I 
would not say positively. 

Q, Did you hear me tell those people there that Mr. Willey pro¬ 
tested against the recording or delivery of those deeds? A. I think 
you said something of that kind, Mr. Williamson. But they had 
been delivered. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the last part of 

115 that answer as a palpable attempt on the part of the witness 
to volunteer testimony. 

(By Mr. Williamson:) 

Q. Were you present when those deeds were delivered? A. Yes 
sir. 

Q. To whom, and when? A. Mr. Willey signed those deeds to 
the several pieces of property in my presence and that of Mr. John T. 
Meany. 

Q. And left them at your office? A. He left them with me. 

Q. That is what you mean? A. Yes sir. 
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Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Exhibit No. 1 is the contract of September,15 with Mr. Stor¬ 
mont, being as you have testified, a copy which was delivered to him. 
Exhibit No. 5, the copy of the same contract, which you retained 
and which you took to Mr. Willey, has pinned to it a second sheet 
signed by Mr. George R. A. Willey. Did you ever show that second 
sheet to Mr. Stormont? A. I think I did. 

Q. If so when? A. After it was signed. 

Q. Was it before or after the time this controversy arose on or 
about October 15? A. Oh, it was long before that. 

Q. Where was he when you showed it to him? A. In our office. 
I think it may have been on the day following that he had made 
good his note. 

116 Q. When did you put this endorsement on here, “Ap¬ 
proved Sept. 15. Stone <fe Fairfax, by R. L. Hall”? A. That 

was on the date I think that Mr. Willey signed that other paper. 

Q. Where were you when you wrote that on there? A. I cannot 
answer unless I can ask Mr. Stormont a question. I think it was at 
Mr. Stormont’s house. I approved this contract one night, to get at 
the truth of it. 

Q. At the time you wrote this on here, “Approved September 15, 
1910. Stone & Fairfax, by R. L. Hall,” were the words, “This con¬ 
tract to be made subject to approval of owner” scratched out? A. It 
was in there and I erased a pencil mark through it, and in addition 
to that approved it with my own writing. I think that is the way 
that came about. 

Q. You had this second sheet approved by George R. A. Willey at 
the time you wrote that endorsement at the foot of this contract? 
A. Yes sir; otherwise I could not approve it. 

Q. Did you take any duplicate of this second part of Exhibit 5 for 
Mr. Stormont? A. No sir. 

Q. Do you remember giving him a copy of it? A. No sir. You 
allude to the paper that Mr. George R. A. Willey signed? 

Q. Yes. Did you show it to him at the time you wrote this en¬ 
dorsement at the foot of this Exhibit No. 1, on September 15th? A. 
No sir. 

Q. You say you think you showed this second sheet of Exhibit 5 
to Mr. Stormont in your office some time after he took up his note. 
What was the occasion of your showing it to him at that time? 

117 A. To show him that I had corrected the deposit on there and 
put “check.” First we took his promissory note and I just 

wanted to show him that my copy was like his, and at that time I 
think I saw Mr. Willey’s signature to the contract. 

Q. Were the two papers pinned together at that time? A. Yes 
sir; just as they are now. 

Q, Did you open the papers and call his attention to this second 
page? A. Yes sir. He did not read it. I told him that was Mr. 
Willey ’3 signature to the contract. George did not read it. Of 
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Course I had approved his contract, and he could hold us for that, 
you see. 

Recross-examination. 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Now the sequence was this: You left Exhibit No. 1 with Stor¬ 
mont? A. This was his receipt for his promissory note. 

Q. Then you retained Exhibit No. 5? A. Yes sir. 

Q. And after you had got Willey’s signature to this paper of 
September 15, you went back and put this approval on there, on Ex¬ 
hibit No. 1, did you not? A. Yes sir; that is right—after Willey 
approved this. 

Q. And at some time you put the approval on; you struck out 
those words which appear to be erased with pencil? A. Yes sir, I 
erased that myself. 

Q. And that was after you had seen Willey? A. Oh, yes sir. 

RALPH L. HALL. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 25th day of February 
1911. 


ALEXANDER H. GALT, Examiner. 


118 Without concluding the testimony, an adjournment was 
taken until Tuesday February 28th 1911, at 3 o’clock p. m. 


119 Washington, D. C., February 28, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment, at the office of Messrs. Ralston, 
Siddons & Richardson, Bond Building, for the purpose of resuming 
the taking of testimony for the complainant in Equity Cause No. 

29.717. 

Present: 

On behalf of the complainant, William E. Richardson, Esquire 
On behalf of the defendant, Irving Williamson, Esquire. 

On behalf of the defendant Richard Washington, in Equity No 

29.717, S. D. Willis, Esquire. 

George C. Bowie, a witness of lawful age, produced for and on 
behalf of the complainant, having been first duly sworn, testified as 
follows: 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Please state your name, occupation and employment? A. 
George C. Bowie; I am in the real estate business, asociated with 
H. L. Rust. 

Q. Are you personally acquainted with the facts incident to the 
alleged sale of 308 R St. N. E. to Mr. Richard Washington? A. I 
am. 

Q. Did you have anything to do with negotiating that sale? A. 
Yes sir; I sold it to Dr. Washington. 
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Q. At whose suggestion did you take up the matter of sell- 

120 ing that property? A. The office of Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. Do you recall about when that sale occurred? A. The 
latter part of September 1910. 

Q. Did you enter into a contract in writing with Stone & Fairfax 
with relation to the sale of the property? A. It resulted in a con¬ 
tract in writing. There were the usual negotiations before that, of 
course, but only verbal, such as their telling me they had the house 
for sale, and the price, and when there was an offer submitted orally 
and refused, and that offer was submitted again—an increase though. 
It having been increased, it was submitted again, and when they said 
verbally they would accept it, the contract was drawn up and they 
were given a deposit of $100.00. 

Mr. Williamson : I object to the answer and move to strike it out 
for the reason that I could not have anticipated what the answer 
would be; the question did not call for it and it is made up of state¬ 
ments which are irrelevant and immaterial. 

Q. Did I understand you to say that these negotiations were not in 
writing? A. As I said, they resulted in a written statement or con¬ 
tract. Of course there was of necessity some oral conference before 
that could come about. 

Q. Have you that written contract now? A. I have it here. 
(Producing paper.) 

Q. Did you see this contract signed? A. It was acknowledged to 
me to be the signature of the party whose name is at the bottom of 
it. To state the circumstances- 

Mr. Williamson: I object to the witness volunteering anything. 

Q. I notice that this copy which you produce of a con- 

121 tract dated September 28, 1910, has a place at the foot— 

“Accepted by-purchaser.” Was that contract ac¬ 

cepted by Mr. Washington either in writing or verbally? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as incompetent, and as calling 
for hearsay evidence. 

A. As I remember it, there were two copies of that contract. One 
was kept by Stone & Fairfax and the one which I have here was 
given to Mr. Rust as agent for Dr. Washington, as a receipt for the 
deposit that we placed with them. Dr. Washington, I do not think 
he actually signed it himself. He saw the contract and authorized 
us to place his money with Stone & Fairfax as a deposit. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the answer of the wit¬ 
ness, which undertakes to give conversations with Dr. Washington. 

Q. Did Dr. Washington make the payment to Stone & Fairfax 
of the $2660.00, subject to the existing encumbrance as provided in 
this contract? A. He made it through our office; he gave Mr. Rust 
his check and Mr. Rust gave Stone & Fairfax his check. Dr. 
Washington’s check was not made direct to Stone & Fairfax. 

Mr. Richardson: We offer this contract in evidence as Exhibit 

Bowie No. 1. 


GEORGE T. STORMONT ET At. 


« 

The paper is accordingly marked, and is hereto attached. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to this paper as not a contract in any 
sense, as incomplete, and as on its face containing the stipulation 
that it is “subject to consummation of trade of above property now 
under contract.” The evidence is that the attempted contract now 
offered in evidence was in violation of the written agreement of 
George R. A. Willey, which has been offered in evidence. 

Q. At the time of the settlement did you receive a state- 

122 ment of account from Messrs. Stone & Fairfax? A. I did, 
and I have it here. 

Mr. Richardson: We desire to offer in evidence the statement 
of account produced by the witness, dated October 19, 1910, and 
ask that it be marked Exhibit Bowie No. 2. 

The paper is accordingly marked and is hereto attached. 

Mr. Williamson: I object to this as a transaction to which 
Willey was not a party, and of which he had no notice, made out 
of his presence, and as inadmissable against him, because it is in 
direct violation of the written directions which are signed by him 
and which have been offered in evidence. 

Q. Do you know who is now occupying No. 308 R Street, north¬ 
east? A. George R. Stormont. 

Q. Do you know under what terms or conditions he is occupying 
this property? A. As a tenant of Richard Washington, the owner. 

Mr. Williamson: I move to strike out the answer of the wit¬ 
ness as a conclusion, and also as immaterial. 

Q. Did you have anything to do with the making of any agree¬ 
ment of tenancy between Mr. Stormont and Washington? A. The 
tenancy was arranged through the office of Mr. Rust, and I at¬ 
tended to it myself personally. 

Q. Has your office collected any rents from Mr. Stormont? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as immaterial. 

A. We have collected rents from him every month in advance, 
in the usual way. 

123 Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Who prepared the agreement, Bowie No. 1? A. Stone A 
Fairfax’ office. 

Q. Was it read by you? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. And read by Dr. Washington? A. Yes, sir. 

Q. He knew and you knew of the statements and conditions in 
it? A. We read it, yes, sir. 

Q. Do you know George R. Willey? A. No, sir. 

Q. You never had any conversation with him? A. None what¬ 
ever. 

Q. Who first brought this property to your attention? A. Mr. 
Beall, a salesman in Stone & Fairfax’- office. 
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Q. Do you know a man named Fills? A. I know Mr. Fill, »n 
the office of Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. Did he have anything to do with? A. No, sir. 

Q. Nothing at all? A. No, sir. 

Q. What rent is Mr. Stormont paying? A. $22.50 per month. 

GEO. CALVIN BOWIE. 

i 

124 Sworn to and subscribed before me this 28th day of Feb¬ 
ruary, 1911. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, Examiner. 

Counsel for the complainant in Equity Cause No. 297717 here 
announced the close of his testimony in chief, and an adjournment 
was taken to meet on notice, for the purpose of taking testimony on 
behalf of the defendant in said cause. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, Examiner. 

125 Exhibit No. 1. 

(Stormont.) 

$200.00. Washington, D. C., September 15, 1910. 

Received of George T. Stormont a check of Two hundred Dol¬ 
lars ($200), to be applied as part payment in the purchase of lot 
19, in square 2709, with improvements thereon, known as 1403 
Delafield Street, Northwest, in the County of Washington, District 
of Columbia. The purchaser is required to make full settlement in 
accordance with the terms of sale within thirty days from this date, 
or the deposit, at the option of the seller, will be forfeited. 

Terms of sale: Purchaser to assume an existing deed of trust of 
Thirty-five hundred Dollars ($3500), and for the equity, agrees to 
convey to such a party as Stone & Fairfax may direct, lot 27 square 
3574, improved by dwelling 308 R Street, Northeast, subject to an 
incumbrance of Fourteen hundred Dollars ($1400), and pay a cash 
difference of Fourteen hundred Dollars ($1400). 

Property sold free of encumbrance, excepting aforesaid trusts. 
Title to be a good title or deposit refunded and sale declared off. 

Interest on Trusts, rents, insurance and taxes to be adjusted to 
date of transfer. Any special assessment now or hereafter levied by 
District of Columbia officials against said property, for improve¬ 
ments or work completed prior to date of this contract, shall be paid 
by present owner, when bill is rendered. 

Examination of title and conveyancing at the cost of purchaser. 

The forfeiture of deposit does not relieve the purchaser of the 
responsibility to comply with the terms of sale. 

[This contract is made subject to approval by owner]* 


[• Words enclosed in brackets erased in copy.] 
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126 which approval is to be made within 24 hours from date or 
contract not to be binding on either party. 

STONE & FAIRFAX, Agents, 

By R. L. HALL. 

A Kv 

GEO. T. STORMONT, Purchaser. 


T? 




Approved Sept. 15, 1910. 


STONE & FAIRFAX, 
By R. L. HALL. 


127 Exhibit No. 2. 

• *' • 

• »*> 

(Stormont.) 

i 

Washington, D. C., Oct 6, 1910. 

No. 46. 

National City Bank, Washington City, D. C. 

Pay to order of Stone & Fairfax.... $1007.20 

Ten hundred and seven and 20/100 Dollars. 

GEO. T. STORMONT. 


(On the margin.) 
No. 46. 

Oct. 6, 1910. 


To Stone & Fairfax, for bal. on 1403 Dela. pi. 



Dollars. 

Cents. 

Bal. Bro’t for’d. 

. 1113 

61 

Am’t this check. 

. 1007 

20 

Bal. Car’d For’d. 

. 106 

41 


Endorsed: For Deposit only to the credit of Stone & Fairfax (In¬ 
corporated) . The Riggs National Bank of Washington, D. C. Prior 
endorsements Guaranteed Oct. 7 1910. 

(Across Face:) Paid L. T. Oct. 6 1910. 
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Exhibit Stormont No. 3. 

t 

This Deed Made this 15th day of October in the year one thou¬ 
sand nine hundred and ten by and between George R. A. Willey, 
unmarried, of the District of Columbia, party of the first part, and 
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George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, his wife, also of said 
District, parties of the second part: 

Witnesseth, That in consideration of Ten (10) Dollars, the party 
of the first part does grant unto the parties of the second part, in 
fee simple, as joint tenants, all that piece or parcel of land in the 
county of Washington, District of Columbia, described as follows, 
to wit: Lot numbered Nineteen (19) in Square numbered Twenty- 
seven hundred and nine (2709) in Saul’s Addition to the City of 
Washington, as per plat of said subdivision recorded in County 
Book 21 page 18 of the Records of the Office of the Surveyor of the 
District of Columbia, together with the improvements, rights, priv¬ 
ileges, and appurtenances to the same, belonging; subject to an in¬ 
debtedness in the principal sum of $3500. 

And the said party of the first part covenants that he will warrant’ 
* specially the property hereby conveyed: and that he will execute 
such further assurances of said land as may be requisite. 

Witness his hand and seal the day and year hereinbefore written. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY, [seal.] 

In presence of— 

JNO. T. MEANY. 

129 District of Columbia, To wit: 

I, John T. Meany a Notary Public, in and for the District of 
Columbia, do hereby certify that George R. A. Willey, unmarried, 
party to a certain Deed bearing date on the 15th day of October 
1910 and hereto annexed, personally appeared before me in said 
District the said George R. A. Willey, unmarried, being personally 
well known to me as the person who executed the said Deed and ac¬ 
knowledged the same to be his act and deed. 

Given under mv hand and seal this 15th day of October, 1910. 

JNO. T. MEANY, [seal.] 
Notary Public, D. C. 

Endorsed: Received for record on the 24 day of Oct. A. D. 1910 
at 10.56 o’clock A. M., and recorded in Liber No. 3360 at folio 194 
et seq. one of the Land Records for the District of Columbia and ex¬ 
amined by Henry Lincoln Johnson, Recorder. 


130 Exhibit Stormont No. 4. 

Washington, D. C., October 22, 1910. 
Messrs. Stone A: Fairfax, Washington, D. C. 

Gentlemen : Referring to the exchange of premises 308 R Street, 
N. E. for premises 1403 Delafield Place, N. W., under contract of 
September 15,1910, between George R. A. Willey and myself, which 
contract has been fully executed on my part by the delivery to you 
as agents for Mr. Willey of the deed to premises 308 R Street, N. E., 
and the cash payments provided in said contract, which deed was 
accepted by Mr. Willey and in connection with which he has already 
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executed a deed transferring said premises 308 R Street, N. E., to a 
third party, and which contract was also executed by Mr. Willey 
through his execution and delivery to you of a deed in my favor for 
premises 1403 Delafield Place, I have to notify you, confirming my 
previous verbal notice, that I accept the deed to Premises 1403 Delar 
field Place now in your hands and hereby direct you to turn said 
deed over to me personally or to record same in the office of the 
Recorder of Deeds of the District of Columbia. 

You are already aware of the fact that Mr. Willey on Thursday 
last recorded a deed for premises 1403 Delafield Place to his sister, 
Miss Lizzie Lee Willey. That deed was as I am informed and be¬ 
lieve, wholly without consideration, and in any event was delivered 
to her with full knowledge on her part that these premises 
131 had been deeded to me. It is therefore void, and I will at 
once take the necessary steps to have the same cancelled on 
. the records as a cloud upon the title to my property. 

Very respectfully, 


132 Exhibit Stormont No. 5. 

$200.00. Washington, D. C., September 15, 1910. 

Received of George T. Stormont a check of Two hundred Dollars 
($200), to be applied as part payment in the purchase of lot 19, in 
square 2709, with improvements thereon, known as 1403 Delafield 
Street, Northwest, in the County of Washington, District of Co¬ 
lumbia. The purchaser is required to make full settlement in ac¬ 
cordance with the terms of sale within thirty days from this date, or 
the deposit, at the option of the seller, will be forfeited. 

Terms of sale: Purchaser to assume an existing deed of trust of 
Thirty-five hundred Dollars ($3500), and for the equity, agrees to 
convey to such a party as Stone & Fairfax may direct, lot 27 square 
3574, improved by dwelling 308 R Street, Northeast, subject to an 
incumbrance of Fourteen hundred Dollars ($1400), and pay a cash 
difference of Fourteen hundred Dollars ($1400). 

Property sold free of encumbrance, excepting aforesaid trusts. 

Title to be a good title or deposit refunded and sale declared off. 

Interest on trusts, rents, insurance and taxes to be adjusted to date 
of transfer. Any special assessment now or hereafter levied by Dis¬ 
trict of Columbia officials against said property, for improvements 
or work completed prior to date of this contract, shall be paid by 
present owner, when bill is rendered. 

Examination of title and conveyancing at the cost of purchaser 

The forfeiture of deposit does not relieve the purchaser of the re¬ 
sponsibility to comply with the terms of sale. 

133 This contract is made subject to approval by owner which 
approval is to be made within 24 hours from date or contract 

not to be binding on either party. 

STONE & FAIRFAX, Agents, 
By R. L. HALL. 

A ppAntAil nv 

GEO. T. STORMONT, Purchaser. 
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Washington, D. C. September 15, 1910. 

The contract to sell my house, No. 1403 Delafield Street, North 
west, taken in part payment for the equity in No. 308 R Street, 
Northeast, and Fourteen Hundred Dollars ($1400) in cash, is hereby 
ratified. I agree to convey the property according to the terms of a 
contract made with George T. Stormont, with the understanding that 
Stone & Fairfax are to dispose of house No. 308 R Street, North¬ 
east, for Twenty-five hundred Dollars ($2500) Equity in cash, in¬ 
side of thirty days from this date. I further agree to pay Stone & 
Fairfax One hundred and eighty Dollars ($180) commission. 

GEO. R. A. WILLEY, 

1403 Delafield Place N. W. 


134 Exhibit Stormont No. 6. 

Charles P. Stone, President. 

John T. Meanv, Secretary. 

Charles W. Fairfax, Vice-Pres. and Treas. 

Offices of Stone & Fairfax, Incorporated; Real Estate, Loans, and In¬ 
surance ; Rents Collected. 

1342 New York Avenue, Northwest. 

Adjoining the Corner of 14th Street. 

Washington, D. C., Sept. 15th, 1910. 

I hereby agree to give Stone and Fairfax the exclusive sale of 
my property No. 1403 Delafield St. N. W. for a period of ten (10) 
days from above date at Six Thousand Dollars ($6000.00) out of 
which I agree to pay said Stone and Fairfax three per cent (3%) 
commission on said price. Interests on trusts, taxes and insurance 
to be adjusted to date of transfer. 

GEO. R. A. WILLEY, 

1403 Delafield PL N. W. 

90% of buyers and renters apply to us. 

135 Code Deed. 

Exhibit Stormont No. 7. 

This Deed made this 15th day of October in the year one thou¬ 
sand nine hundred and ten by and between George R. A. Willey, 
unmarried, of the District of Columbia, party of the first part, and 
Richard Washington, also of said District, party of the second part: 

Witnesseth, That in consideration of Ten (10) Dollars, the party 
of the first part does grant unto the part- of the second part, in fee 
simple, all that piece or parcel of land in the County of Washington, 
District of Columbia, described as follows, to wit; Lot numbered 
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Twenty-seven (27) in William R. Coon’s subdivision in Block 
numbered Nine (9) in George Truesdell’s subdivision of part of 
original Youngsborough, known as Eckington or George Truesdell’s 
Addition to the City of Washington, as per plat of said subdivision 
recorded in County Book 12 page 12 of the Records of the Office of 
the Surveyor of the District of Columbia, together with the improve¬ 
ments, rights, privileges, and appurtenances to the same belonging. 

And the said party of the first part covenants that he will warrant 
specially the property hereby conveyed: and that he will execute 
such further assurances of said land as may be requisite. 

Witness his hand and seal the day and year hereinbefore written. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY, [seal.] 

In presence of 

JNO. T. MEANY. 

136 District of Columbia, To wit: 

I, John T. Meany, a Notary Public, in and for the District of 
Columbia do hereby certify that George R. A. Willey, unmarried, 
party to a certain Deed bearing date on the 15th day of October 1910 
and hereto annexed, personally appeared before me in said District 
the said George R. A. Willey, unmarried, being personally well 
known to me as the person who executed the said Deed and ac¬ 
knowledged the same to be his act and deed. 

Given under my hand and seal this 15th day of October, 1910. 

JOHN T. MEANY, 

[seal.] Notary Public, D. C. 

Endorsed: Received for record on the 24 day of Oct. A. D. 1910 
at 10:57 o’clock a. m., and recorded in Liber No. 3360 at folio 195 
et seq., one of the the Land Records for the District of Columbia, 
and examined by Henry Lincoln Johnson, Recorder, 
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Exhibit Stormont No. 8. 


This Deed, made this 6th day of October in the year one thousand 
nine hundred and ten by and between George T. Stormont and 
Beatrice Stormont, his wife, both of the District of Columbia, parties 
of the first part, and George R. A. Willey, also of said District, party 
of the second part: 

Witnesseth, That in consideration of Ten (10) Dollars, the parties 
of the first part do grant unto the party of the second part, in fee 
simple, all that piece or parcel of land in the County of Washington, 
District of Columbia, described as follows, to wit: Lot numbered 
Twenty-seven (27) in William R. Coon’s subdivision in Block num¬ 
bered Nine (9), in George Truesdeil’s subdivision of part of original 
Youngsborough, known as Eckington or George Truesdell’s Ad¬ 
dition to the City of Washington, as per plat, of said snhdb 
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recorded in County book 12 page 12 of the Records of the Office of 
the Surveyor of the District of Columbia, together with the improve¬ 
ments, rights, privileges, and appurtenances to the same belonging; 
subject to an indebtedness in the principal sum of $1400. 

And the said parties of the first part covenant that they will war¬ 
rant specially the property hereby conveyed: and that they will exe¬ 
cute such further assurances of said land as may be requisite. 

Witness their hands and seals the day and year hereinbefore writ¬ 
ten. 

GEORGE T. STORMONT, [seal.] 
BEATRICE STORMONT. [seal.] 

In presence of 

JOHN T. MEANY. 

138 District of Columbia, To wit: 

I, John T. Meany, a Notary Public, in and for the District of 
Columbia, do hereby certify that George T. Stormont and Beatrice 
Stormont, his wife, parties to a certain Deed bearing date on the 
6th day of October 1910 and hereto annexed, personally appeared 
before me, in said District, the said George T. Stormont and Beatrice 
Stormont, his wife, being personally well known to me as the per¬ 
sons who executed the said Deed and acknowledged the same to be 
their act and deed. 

Given under my hand and seal this 6th day of October 1910. 

JOHN T. MEANY, [seal.] 
Notary Public, D. C. 

Endorsed: Received for record on the 24 day of Oct. A. D. 1910 
at 10:55 o’clock a. in., and recorded in Liber No. 3360 at folio 193 
et seq. one of the Land Records for the District of Columbia, and 
examined by Henry Lincoln Johnson, Recorder. 

139 Exhibit Stormont No. 9. 

Irving Williamson, Attorney and Counsellor at Law, Columbian 

Building, Washington, D. C. 

October 20th, 1910. 

Messrs. Stone and Fairfax. 

Gentlemen: I am instructed by the parties in interest to notify 
you to take no step in the matter of the transfer of lot 19 square 
2709, improved by 1403 Delafield Place under an alleged contract 
with Mr. George R. A. Willey. It is unnecessary at this time to 
enter into particulars with respect to the matter further than to say 
that in the hurried examination I have been able to make the tran¬ 
saction is not one which is proper under the conditions and was not 
understood by Mr. Willey. 

In order that time may be avoided for further examination and 
the protection of the rights of the parties, which could not be had if 
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the deed which I understand is in your possession is recorded, Mr. 
Willey has made a transfer of the property, by deed duly recorded 
this morning, to his sister. 

I will be glad to confer with any representative of yours with 
reference to the matter as early as may be convenient. 

Yours truly, IRVING WILLIAMSON. 

140 Exhibit Stormont No. 10. 

Washington, D. C., October 22, 1910. 
Messrs. Stone & Fairfax, Washington, D. C. 

Gentlemen : Referring to the exchange of premises 308 R Street, 
N. E., for premises 1403 Delafield Place, N. W., under contract of 
September 15, 1910, between George R. A. Willey and myself, which 
contract has been fully executed on my part by the delivery to you 
as agents for Mr. Willey of the deed to premises 308 R Street, N. E., 
and the cash payments provided in said contract, which deed was 
accepted by Mr. Willey and in connection with which he has al¬ 
ready executed a deed transferring said premises 308 R Street, N. E., 
to a third party, and which contract was also executed by Mr. Willey 
through his execution and delivery to you of a deed in my favor for 
premises 1403 Delafield Place, I have to notify you, confirming my 
previous verbal notice, that I accept the deed to Premises 1403 Dela- 
field Place now in your hands and hereby direct you to turn said 
deed over to me personally or to record same in the office of the Re¬ 
corder of Deeds of the District of Columbia. 

You are already aware of the fact that Mr. Willey on Thursday 
last recorded a deed for premises 1403 Delafield Place to his sister, 
Miss Lizzie Lee Willey. That deed was, as I am informed and 
believe, wholly without consideration, and in any event was de¬ 
livered to her with full knowledge on her part that these premises 
had been deeded to me. It is therefore void, and I will at 

141 once take the necessary steps to have the same cancelled on 
the records as a cloud upon the title to my property. 

Very respectfully, GEORGE T. STORMONT. 

142 Charles P. Stone, President. 

Charles W. Fairfax, Vice-Pres. & Treas. 

Exhibit Bowie No. 1. » 

Offices of Stone & Fairfax, Incorporated, 

Real Estate, Loans and Insurance, 

1342 New York Avenue, Adjoining Comer of 14th St. 

Washington, D. C., Sept. 28, 1910. 

$ 100 . 00 . 

Received of H. L. Rust, Agent, a deposit of one hundred & no/100 
Dollars, to be applied as part payment in the purchase of sub. lot 27 
in square 3574, with improvements thereon, known as 308 R St. 
N. E. in the county of Washington, District of Columbia. The pur¬ 
chaser is required to make full settlement in accordance with the 
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terms of sale within fifteen days from this date, or the deposit, at 
the option of the seller, will be forfeited. 

Price of property Twenty six hundred & sixty dollars ($2660) 
net. 

Terms of sale Purchaser assume existing deed of trust of $1400 
at 5% due Oct. 26-1910. Balance $1260, to be paid cash, or pay 
all cash at his option. 

Property sold free of encumbrance, excepting aforesaid trust of 
$1400. 

Title to be a good record title or deposit refunded and sale declared 
off. 

Interest on trusts, rents, insurance and taxes to be adjusted to 
date of transfer. Any special assessment now or hereafter 

143 levied by District of Columbia officials against said property, 
for improvements or work completed prior to date of this 

contract, shall be paid by present owner, when bill is rendered. 
Examination of title and conveyancing at the cost of purchaser. 
The forfeiture of deposit does not relieve the purchaser of the 
responsibility to comply with the terms of sale. 

This contract is made subject to consum-ation of trade of above 
property, now under contract. 

STONE & FAIRFAX, Agents, 
By C. W. BEALL. 

Accepted by-, Purchaser. 

144 Exhibit Bowie No. 2. 

Charles P. Stone, President. 

Charles W. Fairfax, Vice-Pres. and Treas. 

Case No. 1168. 

Washington, D. C., Oct. 19, 1910. 

Vendee Richard Washington in Account With Stone & Fairfax, 
Incorporated, Real Estate, Loans and Insurance, 

No. 1342 New York Avenue N. W. 

Purchase of Lot 27, Square 4, Eckington. 

Premises 308 R St. N. E. 

Dr. Cr. 

To price of property.$2,660.00 


“ Water rent pd. to 6/30/11 at 4.50. 3.15 

“ Insurance O. K. 

By Deposit. « $100.00 

“ Deed of Trust assumed and due Jas. D. 

Wimer. 1,400.00 

“ Interest at 5% accrued from July 26, 1910 

to 10/26/10. 17.50 

“ Deferred payment at —% O. K. 

“ Rent O. K. 

Taxes accrued from 6/30/10 at 23.76.... 7.19 

Cash Balance to Stone & Fairfax. 1,138.46 


i l . 


$2,663.15 $2,663.16 
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Note.— Stone and Fairfax are to receive $25.00 with which to 
procure a release of Lot 27 Blk 9 Eckington from trust recorded in 
Liber 2355 folio 83 of D. C. Land Records from which Tax Certif¬ 
icate of $25 the proper expenses of a release are to be charged, over 
and above cost oi payment of note. 


145 Filed May 4, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

• * i 

Equity No. 29717. . . 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, Complainants, 

vs. 

George R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey, Defendants. 

And 

Equity No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Complainant, 

vs. 

George T. Stormont, Richard Washington, George R. A. Wil¬ 
ley and Beatrice Stormont, Defendants. 

Testimony for the Defendants in Equity No. 29,717 and.Complain¬ 
ants in Equity No. 29,785. 

Washington, D. C., March 21, 1911. 

Met pursuant to notice at the office of Irving Williamson, Esquire, 
Columbian Building, at 3 o’clock p. m. on the above date for the 
purpose of taking testimony on behalf of the defendants in Equity 
No. 29,717 and complainant in Equity No. 29,785. 

Appearances: 

On behalf of the defendants Willey, Irving Williamson, Esq. 

On behalf of the complainants Stormont, W. E. Richardson, Esq., 
also the complainant George T. Stormont and the defendants Willey 
in person. 

146 Whereupon, George R. A. Willey, the defendant in 
Equity No. 229,717, having been produced as a witness on 

behalf of the defendants, was first duly sworn and testified as fol¬ 
lows : 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Mr. Willey, you are the defendant in both of these cases? A. 
Yes sir. 

Q. When did you buy 1403 Delafield street, and for what price? 
A. On July 30, 1908, for $6500.00. 

Q. What were the terms? A. The terms—I assumed a first deed 
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of trust, $3,600, and 1 gave my own personal note for $2500.00 in a 
second trust, $35.00 monthly and $513.85 in cash. 

Q. What was the $13.85 for? A. For little expenses in drawing 
deeds and the statement. 

Q. Is this paper that I show you, dated July 30, 1908 an ac¬ 
count of a sale? A. That is from Mr. N. L. Sansbury. It was paid 
and paid by check. 

Mr. Williamson : I offer that paper in evidence. 

The paper referred to is marked Defendants’ Exhibit G. R. A. W. 
1, and is hereto attached. 

Q. I show you a check, dated July 10, 1908, to the order of N. L. 
Sansbury for $100.00. What does that represent? A. That was a 
deposit on the $500 cash payment before the sale was closed. It 
was closed in less than thirty days. The time was thirty days but 
it was closed in less than that time. 

147 Q. I show you another check for $418.85, dated July 30, 
1908, signed bv you and made to the order of N. L. Sansbury. 

What does that represent? A. That was the final closing. It also 
states on the end what I paid for it, and the property. I always put 
that on all of them—the lot and square. 

Mr. Williamson: I offer those checks in evidence. 

The checks referred to are offered in evidence, and are marked 
Defendants’ Exhibits G. R. A. W. 2 and 3, respectively, and are 
hereto attached. 

Q. Up to September 10, how much money had you paid on the sec¬ 
ond trust? A. Twenty-six notes at $35.00 each ; $910.00. 

Q.'Have you the checks here that represent those payments? A. 
Yes, sir; I have all of them. (Producing checks.) 

Q, How much interest up to that time had you paid on the second 
trust? A. I paid on the second trust $251.00. 

Q. How much had you paid on the first trust of $3500.00? A. 
I had paid $420.00. I paid all of them by check—everything. 

Q. Where did vou get the monev to make the pavment on July 
30 of $413.85? 

Mr. Richardson : I object to the question as immaterial. 

A. My sister furnished the money as her own interest to that 
extent in the property. It came from Mr. Joseph R. Fague and was 
payable to her order- 

Mr. Richardson : I want to note an objection to 

148 the entire answer of the witness and move to strike it out on 
the ground that it is immaterial and not proper evidence in 

this case. 

Q. How much was it that she furnished? A. A check for 
$504.75. 

Q. Whose check was it? A. Joseph R. Fague; payable to Lizzie 
Willey’s order. She endorsed it, and I endorsed it and deposited it 
in the National Bank of Washington, my own bank. 
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Q. On what date did you deposit it in the National Bank of 
Washington? A. July 29th. 

Q. Have you your bank book here? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Please produce it. 

(The witness produced the bank book as requested.) 

Q. Is this your bank book that you hand me? A. Yes sir. 

Q. In that bank book, under date of July 29, 1908, I find an 
entry of deposit by you of $504.75. Is that the deposit of the 
check? A. That is the check. v 

Mr. Richardson: I object to counsel testifying. 

Q. I show you a letter dated July 27, 1908, purporting to be 
signed by Joseph R. Fague and addressed to Miss Lizzie Lee Willey. 
Do you know Mr. Fague’s signature? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Is that it? (Exhibiting paper.) tA. That is Mr. Joseph R. 
Fague. 

Mr. Williamson : I offer this letter in evidence. 

The letter referred to is offered in evidence, marked 

149 Defendants’ Exhibit G. R. A. W. 4, and is hereto attached. 

Mr. Richardson: I object to the paper as being entirely 
immaterial to the issues in this case, and I would like to have an 
understanding with counsel that the same objection shall apply to 
any further evidence concerning payment of this alleged amount by 
Miss Willey to the witness. 

Mr. Williamson: I am perfectly willing that the same objec¬ 
tion shall apply without repetition. I want to note on the record 
that I am offering this testimony to show the fact of the interest of 
Miss Lizzie Willey, as claimed in these proceedings and denied in 
the answer. 

Q. For what purpose did your sister give you this $504.75? A. 
She was to have an interest in the property to that extent—one in¬ 
terest, as a home. 

Mr. Richardson : I object to the answer as being an effort to prove 
an interest in real estate which, if it existed, should have been ex>* 
pressed by some writing, and there has been no evidence as to 
whether or not there was any writing entered into between the 
parties. 

Q. Do you know Ralph L. Hall? A. Yes sir; I have known him 
for some time. 

Q. Did you have any transaction with Hall, or any talk with him, 
with respect to the sale of 1403 Delafield street, and if so, when did 
it first occur? A. Some time way last May I met him on New York 
Avenue, walking along, and told him where I was living, and spoke 
about selling the house because I had to get up at four o’clock in 
the morning to get to the office; that I was not used to it ; and if I 
got my price, $7,000.00, I would sell it maybe, and he said he would 
see about —, that he would take it up and let me know. 

150 Q. After this, did Hall propose any trade to you? A. Yes 
sir; he came up to the house and proposed carrying me over 
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to 300 and something R Street out in Eckington, and he carried me 
over there. 

Q. Did you go to this house? A. Yes sir; I went over there with 
him. 

Q. Did you make any trade? A. No sir; no trade whatever. 

Q. When did you hear anything more of the matter and from 
whom? A. I heard from Hall again somewhere a little before, or 
about the 1st of September—along there. I met him on the street 
again and he told me if I cut the price down he could get a cash pur¬ 
chaser, and to bring the papers in and let him talk it over, and on the 
9th of September I went in the office there, in the morning and met 
him. I was going down to the gas office. 

Q. I show you a paper being known as Exhibit Stormont No. 6, 
offered in evidence in this case, and ask you when that paper was 
signed by you? A. That paper was signed September 9th in Stone 
& Fairfax’s office. There was no date on it, or anything on it. He 
put it in his pocket. 

Q. Why did you sign the paper giving authority to Stone & Fair¬ 
fax to sell for $6,000? A. Well, that was the lowest price I was going 
to take at any time, and on a cash sale I was to get probably about 
$1800.00 or $1900.00, after all was paid up, and I had the right to 
call the sale off afterwards or approve it, either one I pleased, at Hall’s 
suggestion. 

Q. Mr. Hall has testified that this paper that I have just 
151 shown you was signed on*the 15th day of September. What 
do you say about that? A. No sir; it was not. It was signed 
right at his deck. 

Q. A paper has been offered in evidence, signed by you, which 
it is testified was signed in duplicate, being Exhibit Stormont No. 5. 
When did you sign that paper? A. I signed two papers September 
16th, on a Friday. 

Q. What was the other paper that you signed in addition to this 
one that I have shown you? A. A copy of this—supposed to be a du¬ 
plicate. It was a duplicate. He left one with me and kept the other; 
I suppose he kept it himself, he carried it away. 

Q. At the time you signed these two papers in duplicate were you 
shown, or did you see, this paper being Stormont Exhibit No. 5, 
which has upon it, “Accepted, George T. Stormont”? A. I saw one 
paper; that is all he had at the time. I did not read it—I read the 
top. It was not signed by anybody. There was nothing at the bot¬ 
tom of it at all. It had a promissory note at the top, and I did not 
have time to read it at the post office; there was no writing or signa¬ 
ture at the bottom—absolutely nothing. He did not have but one 
paper; I do not know what he did with the other. If he had two of 
them I did not know it. 

Q. At the time you signed the tw r o papers which bear your signa¬ 
ture, what did you understand you were to get for the equity in 


308 R St.? 


Mr. Richardson : I object to the question as calling for the opinion 
or judgment of the witness, something which is immaterial in this 
case. 
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152 A. $>2500.00 net for the equity in the R St. house. 

* Q. Would you have signed these papers or either of them if 

you had been told, or had understood, that 308 R Street was to be 
sold for $2500.00 from which a $1400 trust was to be deducted. 

Mr. Richardson: The same objection. 

A. No sir. 

Q. Were you ever told, or did you ever understand, that you were 
consenting to a sale by which Mr. Stormont or anyone else was to as¬ 
sume a trust of $3500.00 on 1403 Delafield St., and pay $1400.00 in 
cash, and that out of this you were to pay the balance due on the sec¬ 
ond trust, some $1590.00, and were only to get the balance left after 
all those payments? 

Mr. Richardson: Objected to as leading. 

A. No sir, at no time. There was no such understanding, or any¬ 
thing else. 

Q. After you signed these papers, as you say, on the 16th of Sep¬ 
tember, when did you next hear anything about the matter? A. 
About October 7th, I think I received a letter from Johnson—signed 
by Johnson of Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. Is that the letter (indicating)? A. That is it. October 6; I 
received it on the 6th. I did not pay any attention to it and would 
not answer it. 

Mr. Williamson: I offer that letter in evidence. 

The letter referred to is offered in evidence, marked Defendants’ 
Exhibit G. R. A. W. 5, and is hereto attached. 

' Q. Did you have any talk over the telephone with any one in 
Stone & Fairfax’s office after you got that letter which I have 

153 just shown you? A. On the 7th of October I called them up 
at about four o’clock in the afternoon—I was working all 

night long then and sleeping in the day. I called them up over the 
telephone and they said Johnson would be in in a few minutes. I 
staid in the place, and gave them the telephone number, and in two 
or three minutes they called me, as soon as Johnson came in. 

Q. What was the conversation with Johnson? A. I said to Mr. 
Johnson, “I received two or three days ago a letter from you about 
coming down and signing some deeds, and selling the property, but 
I do not propose to sign any deeds or sell any property”—that I was 
not going anywhere near, or have anything to do with it, and would 
not pay any attention to it. 

Q. What response did he make to that? A. Johnson said, “We 
do not do business that way.” I said, “I do not care how you do busi¬ 
ness; I am not going to sign deeds or execute them.” He said, “We 
will send somebody up.” T said, “Do what you please,” and I shut 
the telephone up and left and went home and went to sleep. 

Q. Did you make any appointment with Johnson at that time for 
anybody to come to your house? A. No sir. 

Q. Did anybody come, as far as you know? A. On the next day, 
October 8, about four o’clock in the afternoon—I was asleep in bed— 
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two people came there; I did not know who they were but I found out 
one was Meany. They came there and made such a racket and tre¬ 
mendous row around there, slamming and kicking the door for 
twenty minutes or so; they took a big rocking chair that I had there 
and slammed it against the door. I did not know who they were; 
my sister waked me up. I had suspicion that they came from 

154 there, and I said “Don’t pay any attention to them.” I did 
not pay any attention to them and they got tired and went 

away. 

Q. When did you next hear anything about the matter? A. That 
same night; that was Saturday night. Instead of going on at 11 
o’clock Saturday night I went on at 7 o’clock in the evening. I got 
up about four or five o’clock and went down to the office about 7 
o’clock. At quarter after eight that Saturday night Hall came down 
to the office. I told him at the same time that I was not going to 
sign any deed to sell the property, or have anything to do with it; 
I said “Those people were up there and raised a tremendous row that 
day,’’ and he said “I will find out who they were and let you know.” 

Q. What was the next you heard? A. On October 14th, on Fri¬ 
day, I was downstairs in the basement, attending to the furnace, 
cleaning the ashes out, and Hall came up to my house and was talk¬ 
ing to my sister for awhile at the front door. Then afterwards 1 came 
up, probably ten or fifteen minutes afterwards, and met him at the 
door. He wanted me to go down and see Charley Fairfax and sign 
the deeds; he wanted me to go right down. 1 told him I would not 
do any such thing, or have anything to do with it, that my sister had 
an interest in the property and I was going to protect it. He said 
he wanted me to come right down—right away, and I said I would 
not do any such thing. The same day at quarter after three, Stone 
and Hall came down to the office to see me. Stone said, “You signed 
a contract with this man to sell that house; you cannot get out of it. 
He sent way out to Indianapolis and sold a lot of securities there for 
a large sum of money. You have got to keep it, otherwise it will cost 
you eight or nine hundred dollars in a law suit to get out of 

155 it. You cannot get out of it. You ought not to pay any at¬ 
tention to any woman. You put yourself in a bad light. You 

have signed a contract.” I told him I had not signed a contract 
with anybody, and I would no! have anything to do with it- I said 
“I am not coming.” Just as he stopped talking he handed me a 
letter- 

Q. Is that the letter (indicating) ? A. It was threatening- 

Q. Do not state what was in it. Is that the letter? A. Yes sir. 

Mr. Williamson : I offer that letter in evidence. 

The letter referred to is offered in evidence, marked Defendants’ 
Exhibit G. R. A. W. 6, and is hereto attached. 

Q, Then what happened? A. He handed me that letter and both 
started to the door and down the hallway, and in about two minutes 
Hall turned and came back and said to come up the next morning 
about 11 o’clock and talk it over ; that was after Stone went out. 

Q. Now between then and the time that you executed the deeds on 
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the 15th, did you consult anybody about the matter? A. No; I was 
very much worried about having a law suit and paying eight or nine 
hundred dollars—I did not know for what, but I thought a great deal 
about it all the time. I was worried. 

Q. Now it appears that the next day, which was the 15th, you 
executed two deeds at the office of Stone & Fairfax. That is so, is- 
it? A. Yes sir, two. 

Q. At the time you executed those deeds had anything been 

156 said to you which gave you any reason to suppose that the 
transaction was not the same transaction set out in the papers 

dated September 15, 1910, and signed by you? A. No sir. 

Q. Would you have executed those deeds if you had had any 
information to the contrary of that? 

Mr. Richardson : I want to note an objection to this testimony on 
the ground that there is no evidence to show that the contract was 
not to be settled in entire accord with the terms of that paper. 

A. No sir; I would have no connection with it. 

Q. Did you notice at that time that one of those deeds was made 
to a man named Washington? —. After they were signed, not before. 
There were no dates on any of them, and they were turned upside 
down so I could not see them. 

Q. Were you given any reason why you should execute a deed 
to Washington? A. I turned the deed over there and saw that I 
had deeded a house to Washington, and made a remark to Hall—at 
first I objected to signing them there—and I said to Hall, “I do not 
know what business I have to deed this house over to Washington 
or somebody else”. I said “I have nothing to do with that.” He 
said, “Well, we sometimes do that in order to adjust the transfer”. 
I made objection then. There was no date or anything to any of 
them; they were filled in afterwards, all of them—two or three weeks 
afterwards. 

Q. What happened after this; did you consult anybody about this,, 
and how soon? A. On the 19th I consulted Mr. Williamson, my 
counsel. I concluded that I would have to be represented 

157 in this thing and I sought counsel and advice. 

Q. Now after your conversation with me on the 19th, did 
I telephone to anybody? 

Mr. Richardson: I object to the question as leading. 

A. You telephoned up to Stone & Fairfax, probably about one v 
or so, o’clock in the day and wanted to know if there was a Mr. 
Hall there. They said he was not in but would be in there at half 
past three or quarter to four. Mr. Williamson telephoned—I Was 
standing right there—and said “Tell him I am coming up; I 
want to talk to him about a matter, about a little transaction with 
Mr. Willey; you know him.” So Mr. Williamson went up there. 

Q. When did you see me again? A. On the very next morning, 
before 9 o’clock. I was down here. 

Q. When was it that the deed to your sister, which has been men- 
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tioned in the evidence, was executed? A. On the morning of the 
20th at 9 o’clock. 

Q. Do you know whether any notice of the execution of that 
deed was given to Stone & Fairfax? A. They were told over the 
telephone five or ten minutes afterwards that the deed was placed 
on record by me to my sister, and there was a special delivery letter 
going to follow’ up immediately; they would receive it before 11 
o’clock. I carried the special delivery letter down myself to the 
post office and had it sent from there. 

Q. It is alleged in one of the pleadings in this case that this 
deed to your sister was made in pursuance of a conspiracy and 
combination betw’een you. What have you to say about that? 

158 A. No such thing. It is absolutely false. I know nothing 
about it. 

Q. When did your sister first know of the execution of that deed? 
A. She did not know until late the next evening. After it was 
recorded I came back and told her and gave her the Recorder’s 
receipt. She went to the Recorder’s office and got the deed himself. 

Q. Why was that deed made? A. Upon the advice of counsel to 
protect her interest in the property, as w’ell as myself. 

Q. Have you been to the office of Stone & Fairfax since October 
15th? A. No sir; I have not been anywhere near them. 

Q. Was there any reason for your making a sale of 1403 Dela- 
field street for less than you paid for it? A. None whatever at 
any time. 

Q. Since your purchase in 1908 has there been any improvement 
in the neigborhood, or has it gone back? A. I do not know’ how’ 
many, but there are at least twenty-five new’ houses all built up—all 
high priced costly houses. There are two or three of them across the 
street and two or three w’av up at the west end. 

Q. Were you financially able to go on and complete your payments 
for 1403 Delafield St.? A. Yes sir, entirely, the w’hole of it. 

Q. Do you know of any sales made out in that locality—in the 
locality of 1403; have you heard of any sales out that way? A. 
Oh, nearly every day I see that a lot is sold by people, and other 
houses are finishing up there for high prices, $7,000, $8,000 or 
$9,000—different prices from $6800.00 to $7,000. 

159 Q. What in your judgment was the fair market value of 
1403 Delafield St. in September 1910? 

Mr. Richardson : I object because the witness has not qualified 
as an expert on values of real estate. 

A. At least $7,000—betw’een $7,000 and $7500. 

Q. Mr. Hall has testified that you signed the authority to sell for 
$6,000 on September 15. Is that the paper that you have already 
testified you signed on the 9th? A. I signed one September 9th,. 
for $6,000. The other two w’ere duplicate papers, on the 16th and 
not the 15th. 

Q. Have you received any account from Stone & Fairfax, or any¬ 
body else, or been tendered any money by any one, with respect to 
this transaction? A. I have not received one five cent piece, not 
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tendered anything, and not delivered anything, not even informed 
how much I would get by Stone & Fairfax or anybody else. 

Q. Did Hall ever tell you you would get $6,000 less a commission, 
and what you owed on the house? A. Get $6,000? 

Q. Less the commission, and after deducting what you owed on 
the house? A. Probably in the neighborhood of $1800.00. 

Q. I show you a paper, marked for identification “Hall No. 1”, 
and ask you if that was given you by Mr. Hall? A. Mr. Hall 
gave me this right in Stone & Fairfax’s office. He pulled out an 
old letter from his pocket and tore it off and figured on it. That is 
where he made the figures. There is $1800.00—— 

Q. What did he tell you that paper showed? A. 

160 $1800.00—$5200 from $7,000.00. 

Mr. Richardson : I object to the witness explaining the paper. 

Mr. Williamson: I did not ask him to explain it. 

The Witness: Those are his figures; not mine. 

Q. Mr. Hall testifies on page 74 of his testimony, that he told 
you he was representing Stormont as well as you. What have you 
to say as to that? A. He never told me any such thing. I did not 
know it. 

Q. Did he tell you that Stone & Fairfax were agents for both? A. 
No sir; I did not know anything about it. 

Q. By whose authority did I call on Stone & Fairfax, or com¬ 
municate with them? A. By my authority. ,1 asked you to go up 
there and investigate the whole transaction, and I would be down 
here- 

Q. Just tell me what you told me. At the time you signed this 
deed to Washington were you told by anyone, or had you any infor¬ 
mation that it was with reference to a sale of the entire title to 
308 R St. for $2680.00? A. No sir. 

Q, What was your belief, at the time you signed the deed, that 
you were going to get out of 308 R St. A. $2600.00 net—for 
the equity in 308 R St., $2500.00 net. 

Q, Mr. Johnson testifies that he called you by telephone at 
the branch post office on G St. What have you to say about that? 
A. Nobody ever called me at the branch post office. 

161 Q. He says also that you told him your sister did not 
want to make the deal as she was not prepared to move. 

What do you say as to that? A. I never mentioned her to Mr. 
Johnson or anybody else. Hall came running up there, and I sup¬ 
pose he got it from Hall and nobody else. He did not get it from me. 

Q. Before this transaction did you have any houses of your own, 
other than 1403 Delafield —, in the hands of Stone & Fairfax for 
rental? A. Yes sir; they were being rented for, I guess, ten or 
fifteen years maybe. 

Q. How many houses? A. Two of them. 

Q. Did your sister at that time have any house of hers in the 
hands of Stone & Fairfax for rental? A. My sister has one that has 
been there for six or seven years, I guess, Mine has been there 
for 16 years, or more. 
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Mr. Williamson: I offer this paper in evidence. 

The paper referred to is offered in evidence, marked Defendants’ 
Exhibit G. R. A. W. No. 7, and is hereto attached. 

Mr. Richardson: I note an objection to that because the paper 
evidently does not relate to this transaction. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Mr. Willey, you say you received a letter from Mr. Johnson 
on October 6. You have offered that in evidence and have stated 
that you did not pay any attention to that letter? A. No 

162 sir. The day after he wrote the letter, I received it in the 
morning. I did not pay any attention to it. 

Q. Then you are mistaken in your testimony about having called 
him up on the telephone the same day that you received it, with 
reference to it? A. I did not telephone; I did not say I called 
him up the same day. I called him up on Friday the 7th. I left 
home and went over in Virginia. 

Q. What day did you get that letter? A. I think it was the 
morning of the 6th, up at my house just at breakfast. I was 
working all night long, and I threw it on the mantel-piece- 

Mr. Williamson: Do not make your answers too long. Simply 
answer the question. 

Q. Did you notice anything unusual about the date of the letter 
when you received it? A. No sir; I did not take particular notice; 
I was in a hurry to get out—to eat my breakfast and get out. I 
had the letter nearly two days I guess. 

Q. You told them when you called up at that time that you 
were not going to sign any deed at all; that you would not do any 
business with them with regard to a sale of that property? A. Yes 
sir. 

Q. What was your reason for telling them that? A. I did not 
want anything to do with the transaction. I did not intend to sell 
it, and I had the right to call the whole deal off. 

Q. You did not believe then at that time that you were not 
getting out of the property what they promised to give you; that 
was not your reason, was it? A. Nobody knew what they were 
going to give me. They never offered me any statement, 

163 or any money, or anything else, or any knowledge of it. I 
was to get $2500.00 net for the equity in the R Street house, 

according to the paper, and $1400.00 cash. I did not want to sell 
any of it. I did not want to trade. 

Q. You did not know they were not going to give you that 
amount when you went down to sign the deeds, did you? A. No 
sir. 

Q. So that the question of price did not enter into your refusal 
on October 7 to come down and sign any deed at all? A. If I sold, 
I wanted $7,000, but I did not want to sell, or have anything to do 
with it. I would not sign the deed. 
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Q. You knew you had signed that paper, that you say you had 
signed on the 15th, instead of the date it bears,, by which you 
authorized them to sell your property for $6,000, did you not? A. I 
knew I signed it, but I had the right to call it off at any time I 
wanted to. 

Q. You thought it was proper, I suppose, to call it off after they 
had made the deal and you were to sign the deeds? A. Before that 
and afterwards both—after I signed the deed and before I signed 
the deed, if I wanted to call it off I would have the right. They 
had been told several times. 

Q. You told whom? A. I told Hall and Johnson, and told 
Stone I would not sign the deed and did not want to sell it; that I 
would not make any transfer or any trade. 

Q. You sav Mr. Hall told you when you signed this paper 

164 authorizing them to sell the property for $6,000, that you 
expected to get about $1800 out of the transaction? A. 

About $1800 out of the transaction. I put in over $2,000 more alto¬ 
gether and they would pay up the first trust note. I would get 
nearly all I put in. 

Q. You would pay the $500 cash and $910 on the principal of 
the second trust; that is $1410, and you had the use of the property, 
and have had ever since you bought it in July 1908? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that question because the witness 
has already testified that he paid more than $600 interest in ad¬ 
dition. 

A. I paid more than that; I paid the notes, $900, yes sir. I 
have lived in the property, and still live there. My sister paid two 
of them afterwards. 

Q. You had the use of the property then from July 1908 down 
to the time of this transaction? A. Oh, yes sir. 

• Q. You live in it? A. Yes sir. 

Q. That property is worth $40.00 a month, is it not, rental? 
A. I think so; maybe $45.00. 

Q. Have you stopped to figure how you would get $1800.00 by 
selling the property for $6,000 when you owed at that time about 
$5200 in mortgages on the property, and had to pay a commission 
of $180.00? A. I did not figure the mortgages. I figured that I 
had paid outside of gas and coal, and such things as that, over 
$2,000 altogether, and I would get about $1800 back. That is 
why I carried my papers in there for him to figure it up, 

165 and he figured it up on that paper and made it $1800.00. 

Q. When was that paper given to you? A. Which paper? 

Q. That paper which was introduced in evidence with Mr. Hall’s 
figures on it? A. September 9, by Mr. Hall, right in his office. 

Q. That paper shows that your house has been figured at 
$7,000.00, does it not? A. That is right. He did the figuring. 

Q. Then if the house would net you $1800 less commissions, I 
suppose selling it at $7,000, what did you expect to make out of it 
selling it at $6,000? 





88 


GEORGE R. A. WILLEY BT AL. V8. 


I 


Mr. Williamson: I object to that because it is already in evi¬ 
dence that Mr. Stormont took that house at $7,000. 

A. I was to get that $1800.00, according to Mr. Hall’s own figur¬ 
ing. 

Q. You know at that time that Mr. Stormont was thinking of 
making this trade, did you? A. T did not know him very well in 
it until I happened to see the name, and I probably would not know 
him again. I saw him once when I had the trade with Mr. Hall, 
that he brought there; I was not certain. I never had two words 
with him. Sometimes I forget names. I do not pay any atten¬ 
tion to them. 

Q. When Mr. Hall brought you that paper that you signed on 
September 16, as you state, approving the contract of sale with Mr. 
Stormont, you say you saw another paper which had a promissory 
note pinned at the top of it, but you did not read that paper. Is 
that correct? A. It was a long paper. He had two. He had a 
promissory note, and a long paper that stated it was a 

166 promissory note. I did not read it. There were two or 
three lines at the top. 1 looked it down and gave it to him, 

and I was called off and left him talking with Mr. Cloakey, a gentle¬ 
man at the office. 

Q. Was the note signed? A. The note was signed George T. 
Stormont, payable to the order of Stone & Fairfax, $200, thirty 
days—a plain promissory note. It did not state for what purpose, 
or reason, or anything about it. He just showed it to me in the 
window. 

Q. You testified that when you signed the deeds—that was on 
October 15th, I understand, at the office of Stone & Fairfax—the 
two deeds, one to Mr. Stormont and one to Mr. Washington, that 
you did not read them? A. No sir; I did not read them through. 

Q. You said they were turned upside down so you could not see 
them? A. Turned upside down. 

Q. How long did you have those deeds before you for the pur¬ 
pose of examining them before you signed them? A. Hardly two 
minutes. I was not in the office over five or six minutes in the 
whole office there. 

Q. Was there anyone present with you when you were examining 
the deeds? A. R. L. Hall. 

Q. Who witnessed vour signature to those deeds? A. R. L. 
Hall. 

Q. Do you know Mr. Meanv—Mr. John T. Meany, a Notary 
Public in that office? A. Yes sir; a Notarv Public there. 

Q. Was he there? A. I never knew he was a Notary Public be¬ 
fore, but I acknowledged the deeds before him. Hall called 

167 him in the room afterwards and gave him the deeds and 
he carried .them out, and I never saw him or the deeds any 

more—neither one of them. 

Q. Did you make any objection at that time to signing those 
deeds? A. Yes sir, before I signed them—to him and afterwards 
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to Hall. Mr. Johnson was standing outside at the left when I went 
out. I was not in there six or seven minutes, in the whole place. 

Q, fou say those deeds were not dated at the time you signed 
them? A. I took particular notice afterwards—after I turned them 
upside down—to look at them and I saw there was nothing on 
them—neither one. 

Q. Whereabouts on the deeds were the blank spaces for the date, 
at the beginning or the end? A. In the front; up here, not on 
the outside, where it is folded up. There was no date on the front 
or back, or any place. 

Q. Did you see that vacant space for the date before you signed 
them? A. I had already seen it. I saw it afterwards. They were 
turned over. 

Q. How long did you hold the deeds in your possession after 
you signed them and before you gave them to Mr. Meany? A. I 
did not hold them in my possession one minute, or two minutes. I 
signed them on the table and Hall called him to come in there, and 
I turned them over and looked at them. It was hardly two minutes 
by the clock. Meany carried them out and never came back 

168 any more with them. Two minutes I hardly had them in 
my possession. 

Q. You said on your direct examination that those deeds were not 
dated until two or three weeks afterwards? A. I said that was my 
opinion; to the best of my knowledge there was no date put in on 
any of them until they were recorded on the 24th. If they were, of 
course I was not there when he did it, he might have put the dates 
in on Saturday the 22nd, or the 23rd, or something like that, but 
there was nothing on there then. I was not in the place but when 
I saw them there was nothing on them, front or back. 

Q. Then you do not know as a matter of fact when the dates were 
put there? A. No sir; I was not there. I- 

Mr. Williamson: Just answer the question. 

The Witness: No sir. 

Q. Do you know Mr. Richard Washington? A. No sir. 

Q. Have you ever seen him? A. I saw him once. 

Q. When was that? A. I think that was on or about Wednesday 
the 26th or 27th of October—the 26th. 

Q. Did you talk to him about this transaction? A. I found him 
down at the post office. I had about three minutes’ conversation 
with him. I never knew him or saw him before. I wanted to in¬ 
quire what his’ name was and if he had bought any property out 
there and he told me yes, he bought property out there; he was the 
man. I went down the elevator and left him. 

Q. Did you tell him who you were? A. No sir. 

Q. Did he ask you? A. He asked me who I was. 

169 Q. And you did not tell him? A. No sir; I did not tell 
him who I was. 

Q. You realized that you had conveyed Mr. Stormont’s property, 
308 R St. N. E., to Mr. Washington, did you not? A. After I saw 
that deed there I doubted whether there was any conveyance. My 
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idea was there was no date or anything on it, I did not believe. I 
might have signed that, yes. 

Q. Did you ever go to Mr. Stormont, or take any steps to restore 
his property to him when you refused to complete the sale? A. I 
never did, but the other people were informed that every one would 
be placed in a proper position. 

Q. Do you know whether Mr. Stormont was informed of that? 
A. No, I do not know really if he was, or whether Stone & Fairfax 
and Hall, and they, did not tell him. They knew it. 

Q. Did you inform Stone & Fairfax, or Mr. Hall, that you would 
place Mr. Stormont in his original position? A. I did not myself, 
but through my authority, my attorney told them we would place 
him in his original position. 

Q. Did you take any steps to ascertain whether you could place 
him in his original position by restoring his property to him? A. 
I was advised by my counsel that it could be done. 

Q. You yourself were satisfied that Mr. Washington had 

170 bought the property? A. I do not know. 

Q. And that he was the owner of it at the time this suit 
was filed, when you saw Mr. Washington, were you not? A. The 
suit was filed before I saw him. I did not know him. 

Q, After you had seen him and had that talk with him did you 
believe that he was the actual purchaser of that property? A. No 
sir, I kind of had doubts about the whole thing. 

Q. What led you to have doubts about his being a bona fide 
purchaser of that property? A. Well, it ran in my head all the 
time that there was something wrong about the whole transaction; 
there was some crooked business, some tricky business, and all. 
They did not tell me. 

Q. Did you know at that time that he was the actual purchaser— 
that he had actually paid him money in cash for the property? A. 
No sir; I did not know how much he had paid. I was not in¬ 
formed. 

Q. You knew there was a cash balance, although you may not 
have known the amount—in the hands of Stone & Fairfax for you, 
did you not? A. There was no cash balance. They never offered 
me anything. I did not know whether it was five cents or ten cents. 
They claimed that I ow r ed them a balance. 

Q. Do you not know that they informed your attorney that there 
was a balance there for you? 

Mr. Williamson: T object to the question because Mr. Willey 
not being present could only know it by hearsay. 

171 A. He informed me somewhere near $500.00. 

Q. Well you knew' there was a balance there? A. It was 
not there then, but that is what would be. It was not there then, 
or at least I did not suppose it was. It would be. 

Q. You never took any steps then to find out whether Mr. Wash¬ 
ington had actually paid his money or not? A. No sir; I never 
went in that place. I did not know who sold it—either one of them 
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—and I was not going to Stone & Fairfax’s office or have anything 
to do with them. 

Q. What was the nature then of your assurance, that you say 
was given — although it might never have been received by M?. Stor¬ 
mont — that he would be placed in his original position. You did 
not know whether his property could be gotten back? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that because Mr.. Willey has al¬ 
ready testified that he was not present and simply entrusted that 
matter to his attorney. 

A. I told my attorney. I had every reason to believe—and I 
guess he informed them—that if they did not put those deeds on 
record that everything would be set back in the original position. 
I told them of course I was not there but I heard about it. 

Q. You did not talk with your sister about giving her a deed be¬ 
fore you recorded that deed, did you, and took the receipt to her? 
A. That day? 

Q. At any time? A. Yes, she asked me a dozen times to get Mr. 
Williamson to draw up some papers to secure her interest in the 
property in case I should die, and when I got up to Salisbury’s office 
they had the deeds already made out. They always recog- 

172 nized her interest in it, and they several times asked me, and 
she asked me. I said “There is plenty of time. I will go 

down there and see him and have him fix the deed to secure her 
interest in there.” I was not thinking of selling any place. 

Q. Her interest was to the extent of the money she advanced 
when you bought the property; was that it? A. She paid the cash 
money for it herself of her own free will, and I paid the note after¬ 
wards, to have a home, and other expenses about the house. * 

Q. You signed the contract, did you, to buy that house of Mr. 
Sansbury in your own name? A. Yes sir. There was not much 
of a contract. Mr. Sansbury had been after me two or three times. 

Mr. Williamson: Just answer the questions. You are making 
a very large record here. 

A. (Continuing:) Yes, I signed the contract. 

Q. You paid the $910, which had been paid on the principal and 
interest on the mortgages—you paid those out of your own money 
did you? A. Out of my own money. 

Q. You did not call on her to pay any of that? A. No sir. 

Q. You never asked her? A. No sir. I always had money 
enough to pay it. 

Q. What kind of a paper had you expected Mr. Williamson to 
fix up, when you talked with your sister, to secure her interest in 
the property? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to as calling for a prophesy on the 
part of the witness. 

A. That would have to be for them to decide. They knew mono 
about the law than I did, but as she wanted something to 

173 show that she was represented in some way, of course he 
would know how to draw it up — a year or two ago, previous 

to this, in case I should die, or anything happen. 
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Q. You had other property before this, you testified, I believe? 
A. Yes sir. 

Q. You understand the nature of a deed of trust or mortgage, do 
you not? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Well were you desirous of having a mortgage on the property 
to secure that $500, or $504? A. There are already two on there. 
I do not know. By paying them off. 

Q. Well when you came in to see Mr. Williamson, as you have 
testified and he prepared that deed, you recorded it, did you not? 
A. Yes sir. 

Q. Your sister had not asked that to be done, had she? A. She 
absolutely knew nothing about any of it. I went over there myself 
and paid for it. She did not know until I brought the receipt back 
and gave it to her in the evening, and she was surprised. She knew 
she had an interest in it but she did not know I had put a deed on 
it, or anything about it. 

Q. What did you tell her when you handed that receipt to her? 
A. I just simply came back ; I got the receipt and told her “I will 
deed the property over to you, your interest there; I wanted to 
secure it and I deeded it over to you.” I put the deed on record 
that day. 

Q. You did not say anything about this transaction with Stone 
& Fairfax, did you? A. No sir. 

174 Q. You did not let her knew that you were expecting any 
trouble from that did you? A. No sir, I was not thinking 

anything about it. 

Q. As a matter of fact you put that on to avoid trouble out of 
that transaction, did you not—put that deed on record? A. I put 
it there so there would be no law suit, or trouble or anything else. 

Q. You recorded it because you were afraid that some law suit 
would grow out of this transaction; was that not the case? A. I 
was already threatened with a law suit by Stone & Fairfax, and 
$800 or $900 that I would have to pay. 

Q. Answer my question. I asked you if that was not the reason 
you recorded that deed to your sister? A. To secure her interest 
and stop any suit or any transaction of sale or anything else. They 
had been informed several times that I w r ould not sell and would not 
carry it out. 

Q. You never had any agreement in writing with your sister as 
to her interest in this place, did you? A. Not personally. It was 
understood by all of us- 

Mr. Williamson: Just answer the question. Did you have an 
agreement in writing? 

A. No sir. 

Q. Your sister—the beneficiary in this deed which was re¬ 
corded—knew that you were negotiating the sale of this property 
through the office of Stone & Fairfax, did she not? A. Yes 

175 sir. 

Q. And that you were proposing to sell this property? A. 
Yes sir. She saw that agreement. She did not read it; she prob¬ 
ably did not understand it. She knew of that because I showed it 
to her, and Hall came up a dozen times. 
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Q. She did not—when you were present at least—notify Mr. Hall 
that she had any interest in the property, did she? A. They were 
talking over this before I came in. 

Q. Did she make any objection to you on the ground that she 
had an interest in the property? A. Yes sir; she told me several 
times she was not going to sell it. She had an interest in it and 
would have to be consulted. 

Q. Notwithstanding that you signed this contract of sale? A. 
I signed it before. 

Q. Did she say that before you signed the deeds? A. She told 
Hall after I signed—no, just before I signed the deed on the 14th, 
yes sir, and I told Hall myself. 

Q. When you signed this agreement—which as you have testified, 
you signed on the 9th of September, instead of the 16th, which it 
bears date—agreeing to sell your house for $6,000, did you take into 
consideration any depreciation in value of the property because of 
the fact that the house was no longer a new house, and the question 
of whether it needed painting, or other repairs? A. No sir; it is 
not an old house. I was just thinking of getting my money 

176 out of it, what I put in it at the time, if I sold it. But there 
has been no depreciation. There is a little painting that 

does not amount to anything. 

Q. Are there not repairs required on that house now? A. No 
sir. 

Q. It is in a good state of repairs throughout? A. Yes sir, a good 
state of repairs. 

Q. When Mr. Hall first talked this matter over with you—and I 
think you stated it was in May—he told you, did he not, that they 
had a place on their list which he could trade to you at that time? 
A. No sir; I did not know anything about it. I met him on the 
street. I did not sign any papers, and never talked to him or told 
him how much I paid, or anything. I told him if he could get 
$7,000, to get it, and he came out to my house and wanted to take 
me out to see the house. I did not want to go but finally I went 
with him. 

Q. What did he tell you about the house when he came to yoij? 
A. I was in bed asleep, and- 

Mr. Williamson: Just tell what he told you. 

Q. What did Mr. Hall tell you? A. He wanted to take me out to 
look at that house that day, to get in and go right there—to jump 
at it. I told him I did not want it. I did not want any trade any¬ 
how. 

Q. You went out and looked at it notwithstanding that? A. Yes 
sir, I went out there to accommodate him, in the evening. 

Q. Did you know Mr. Stormont was the owner of that house? 
A. No sir; I did not even know the name when I went there. 

177 Q. You afterwards found out that it belonged to Mr. 
Stormont? A. Yes sir, thiough Hall, when I went to sign 

the paper here afterwards. 

Q. Did Mr. Hall come between the time in May and the time 
you signed that paper—did Mr. Hall come after you on other occa¬ 
sions trying to get you to trade that house, or to make some deal 
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Q. You had other property before this, you testified, I believe? 
A. Yes sir. 

Q. You understand the nature of a deed of trust or mortgage, do 
you not? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Well were you desirous of having a mortgage on the property 
to secure that $500, or $504? A. There are already two on there. 
I do not know. By paying them off. 

Q. Well when you came in to see Mr. Williamson, as you have 
testified and he prepared that deed, you recorded it, did you not? 
A. Yes sir. 

Q. Your sister had not asked that to be done, had she? A. She 
absolutely knew nothing about any of it. I went over there myself 
and paid for it. She did not know until I brought the receipt back 
and gave it to her in the evening, and she was surprised. She knew 
she had an interest in it but she did not know I had put a deed on 
it, or anything about it. 

Q. What did you tell her when you handed that receipt to her? 
A. I just simply came back; I got the receipt and told her “I will 
deed the property over to you, your interest there; I wanted to 
secure it and I deeded it over to you.” I put the deed on record 
that day. 

Q. You did not say anything about this transaction with Stone 
& Fairfax, did you? A. No sir. 

174 Q. You did not let her knew that you were expecting any 
trouble from that did you? A. No sir, I was not thinking 

anything about it. 

Q. As a matter of fact you put that on to avoid trouble out of 
that transaction, did you not—put that deed on record? A. I put 
it there so there would be no law suit, or trouble or anything else. 

Q. You recorded it because you were afraid that some law suit 
would grow out of this transaction; was that not the case? A. I 
was already threatened with a law suit by Stone & Fairfax, and 
$800 or $900 that T would have to pay. 

Q. Answer my question. I asked you if that was not the reason 
you recorded that deed to your sister? A. To secure her interest 
and stop any suit or any transaction of sale or anything else. They 
had been informed several times that I would not sell and would not 
carry it out. 

Q. You never had any agreement in writing with your sister as 
to her interest in this place, did you? A. Not personally. It was 
understood by all of us- 

Mr. Williamson: Just answer the question. Did you have an 
agreement in writing? 

A. No sir. 

Q. Your sister—the beneficiary in this deed which was re¬ 
corded—knew that you were negotiating the sale of this property 
through the office of Stone & Fairfax, did she not? A. Yes 

175 sir. 

Q. And that you were proposing to sell this property? A. 
Yes sir. She saw that agreement. She did not read it; she prob¬ 
ably did not understand it. She knew of that because I showed it 
to her, and Hall came up a dozen times. 
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Q. She did not—when you were present at least—notify Mr. Hall 
that she had any interest in the property, did she? A. They were 
talking over this before I came in. 

Q. Did she make any objection to you on the ground that she 
had an interest in the property? A. Yes sir; she told me several 
times she was not going to sell it. She had an interest in it and 
would have to be consulted. 

Q. Notwithstanding that you signed this contract of sale? A. 
I signed it before. 

Q. Did she say that before you signed the deeds? A. She told 
Hall after I signed—no, just before I signed the deed on the 14th, 
yes sir, and I told Hall myself. 

Q. When you signed this agreement—which as you have testified, 
you signed on the 9th of September, instead of the 16th, which it 
bears date—agreeing to sell your house for $6,000, did you take into 
consideration any depreciation in value of the property because of 
the fact that the house was no longer a new house, and the question 
of whether it needed painting, or other repairs? A. No sir; it is 
not an old house. I was just thinking of getting my money 

176 out of it, what I put in it at the time, if I sold it. But there 
has been no depreciation. There is a little painting that 

does not amount to anything. 

Q. Are there not repairs required on that house now? A. No 
sir. 

Q. It is in a good state of repairs throughout? A. Yes sir, a good 
state of repairs. 

Q. When Mr. Hall first talked this matter over with you—and I 
think you stated it was in May—he told you, did he not, that they 
had a place on their list which he could trade to you at that time? 
A. No sir; I did not know anything about it. I met him on the 
street. I did not sign any papers, and never talked to him or told 
him how much I paid, or anything. I told him if he could get 
$7,000, to get it, and he came out to my house and wanted to take 
me out to see the house. I did not want to go but finally I went 
with him. 

Q. What did he tell you about the house when he came to yoij? 
A. I was in bed asleep, and- 

Mr. Williamson: Just tell what he told you. 

Q. What did Mr. Hall tell you? A. He wanted to take me out to 
look at that house that day, to get in and go right there—to jump 
at it. I told him I did not want it. I did not want any trade any¬ 
how. 

Q. You went out and looked at it notwithstanding that? A. Yes 
sir, I went out there to accommodate him, in the evening. 

Q. Did you know Mr. Stormont was the owner of that house? 
A. No sir; I did not even know the name when I went there. 

177 Q. You afterwards found out that it belonged to Mr. 
Stormont? A. Yes sir, thiough Hall, when I went to sign 

the paper here afterwards. 

Q. Did Mr. Hall come between the time in May and the time 
you signed that paper—did Mr. Hall come after you on other occar 
sions trying to get you to trade that house, or to make some deal 
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by which that house would be taken in exchange or sale? A. After 
Mav? 

Q. Yes, after May? A. Later than May; along in July or Sep¬ 
tember. He did not mention the house but he could get a house 
or could make a sale. He did not say he was going to trade for 
that house or any house he was going to trade for. 

Q. When was the next time after that in May that he spoke of 
Mr. Stormont’s house? A. That was in September. I carried that 
up to September 16th or 15th—they got the papers dated the 15th 
when I signed the papers. He came there a couple of days for me 
but at the same time I did not know what house it was until he 
brought the paper around on the 16th. 

Q. You knew it was in May that they were trying to dispose of 
this particular house out there, do you not? A. Yes sir; he told 
me—I think it was along in July—that the house had been sold and 
Mr. Stormont moved over on Quincy street. It was on New York 
Avenue, and I did not bother him any more until he came running 
back again. 

178 Q. How did he happen to mention that fact to you in 
July? A. I was coming along from 14th to 15th in the 

evening and met him on the street, and I told him I did not want 
that old house; I did not want any mixture at all; I was going to 
call it off. Then he said “It has already been sold and he lives on 
Quincy street.” 

Q. Then from this transaction you knew, did you not, that Mr. 
Hall was trying to dispose of that house for Mr. Stormont, and had 
been trying to? A. At first, yes. 

Q. When he came after you and put up this deal to you in Sep¬ 
tember by which that house was to be not token by you but sold, 
and you were to get the cash; you still knew that he was trying to dis¬ 
pose of that house for Mr. Stormont? A. To dispose of that R 
street house. I told him I was not going to have anything to do 
with it. Why did he deed it over to me and want me to deed it over 
to Washington? 

Q. Still you signed that paper agreeing to do it? A. Hall told 
me he sold through Fill—a man named Fill would sell the house. 
I w r ould have no connection w T ith it whatever but he would sell it 
for $2500.00 net and $1400.00- 

Q. When you went to Stone & Fairfax’s office on the 15th of 
October for the purpose of signing these deeds did you not see Mr. 
Meanv when you first went in? A. Meanv was over in the corner. 
I saw T Hall. Hall called Meany over there and told him to apolo¬ 
gize to me for acting like a rowdy and ruffian when he came up 
and kicked the door in, and I would not sign the deeds. Meany 
did not apologize but just walked out. That was the time. I saw 
him, of course, after I signed them, when he came in and took the 
deed out. 

179 Q. How long was it between the time you saw T Mr. Meany, 
when you just came in there, and the time he was called in 

to take your acknowledgment to these deeds? A. Not tw r o or three 
minutes—tw r o or three minutes, and he did not stay there. 

Q. At any time during that interval were you in the room by 
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yourself with those deeds, or was there some one in there with you 
all the time? A. Hall was in there all the time with me sitting 
on one chair, at one side of a large table. 

Q. Would you testify on oath that that was not at least twenty 
minutes that you were in there? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to the question on the ground that 
the witness has been sworn, and counsel has no right to ask a ques¬ 
tion of that sort. 

A. Yes sir; not only a clock was up there but I know how long I 
was there. I did not stay there over ten minutes in the place. 

Q. Did you go right out after you signed the deeds; did you leave 
immediately? A. Immediately I went out. 

Q. Did you know that Mr. Stormont’s deed, conveying that R 
St. property to you, had been placed in Stone & Fairfax’s hands 
about the 6th of October? A. No sir; I never saw or heard of it 
at anytime—at no time. 

Q. Did they not show you that deed when you came in there to . 
sign the other deeds? A. No sir. 

Q. Did you know that the contract required him to deliver such 
a deed to you? A. No. 

Q. You knew you were trading the place, did you not— 

180 trading your place for his? A. They w T ere to trade or sell 
the house off—thev were to sell the house off, according to 

my understanding for $2500.00 net. 

Q. Then you signed the paper which has been introduced in evi¬ 
dence as the second page of Exhibit Stormont No. 5, the first part of 
which reads: “The contract to sell my house No. 1403 Delafield St. 
N. W., taken in part payment for the equity in No. 308 R. St. N. W. 
and $1400.00 in cash, is hereby ratified”—without reading the con¬ 
tract which you were then ratifying, did you? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to the question because counsel has not 
read all of that paper which was before the witness at the time, and 
which qualifies that. 

A. I never read it all. I did not see it. 

Q. You had sufficient confidence then in Mr. Hall’s statement of 
what the contract was to sign the agreement without reading it—that 
is to sign the ratification of the agreement without reading it? 

Mr. Williamson: Objected to because the witness has not said 
anything of the sort, but on the contrary has said that the paper he 
did not read was the paper purporting to be signed by Stormont. 

A. I never read that paper. There were no signatures on it. 
There was no approval of any sale or conveyance. I just saw the top 
of it. I looked this over. I read this and had a copy of this. (In¬ 
dicating second page of Exhibit No. 5.) 

Q. Have you that copy now? 

Mr. Williamson: Here it is. (Producing paper.) 

Q. You say you read that paper over before you signed it? 

181 A. This one—I just glanced over both of them and signed 
them, and I put it in my pocket. 
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Q. Did you go around with Mr. R. L. Hall looking at other 
houses in Saul’s Sub-division with a thought of purchasing? A. I 
went around to look at them. I did not think of purchasing any. 

Q. Then you went around and looked at houses without any idea 
of buying? A. I often do it. I would go in there “rubber-neck¬ 
ing” at every one that is built at different points. 

Q. Did your sister go with you when you w T ere looking at these 
houses with Mr. Hall? A. One went one day and the other went 
the next day. I did not give him any satisfaction whatever; I only 
thanked him for taking us out riding. 

Redirect examination. 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Did you ever authorize Stone & Fairfax to receive in your be¬ 
half a deed from Stormont for any purpose? 

Mr. Richardson: I object to that as calling for an opinion on a 
question of law. 

A. No sir; I never saw’ anv. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY. 


Sw’orn to and subscribed before me this 21st day of March, 1911. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, Examiner. 


182 

Ltzzie Lee Willey, one of the defendants, having been 
first duly sw’orn as a witness on behalf of the defendants, testified as 
follow’s: 


Bv Mr. Williamson: 

Q. You are the sister of Mr. George R. A. Willey, are you not? 
A. Yes sir. 

Q. Do you remember the time of the purchase of 1403 Delafield 
Street? A. It was purchased in July 1908. My brother and I, 
together with my sister and my elder brother, moved on September 
24, 1908, and I have been living there since and still live there. 

Q. Was the house old or new at the time it was bought? A. The 
house had been built one year. 

Q. Of the cash terms, did you contribute any part? A. I put in 
$504.75, and have an interest to that extent in the property. 

Q. Where did you get the money from, and how did you pay it 
over to your brother, and when? A. The money came from a check 
of Mr. Robert J. Fague to my order. I endorsed it and gave it to my 
brother. The money came from the proceeds of a sale of a piece of 
property on which I held a deed of trust. It was my own individual 
money. I gave it to my brother just before the deal w T as closed. 

Q. Did you get the money in that letter that has been offered in 
evidence? A. Yes sir; I got the money in that letter. 

Mr. Richardson : Is it understood that the same objection 
183 applies to all of this testimony? 

Mr. Williamson: Yes. 
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Q. Do you know a man by the name of Ralph Hall? A. I have, 
known him for thirty years. 

Q. Did you ever tell him that you had an interest in this prop¬ 
erty, and if so, when? A. I told him that at 1403 on the morning 
of October 14th. He came there after my brother George to go 
down and sign the deed. I told him I had an interest in the 
property and we were not going to sell it. George came in after¬ 
wards and told him he was not going to sell and would pay him for 
his trouble. He was very peremptory in insisting that he go down 
and see Mr. Fairfax but he refused to do it. 

Q. Did you at any time ever see any of these papers that have 
been offered in evidence and purporting to be signed by Mr. Stor¬ 
mont? A. No sir. 

Q. Did you ever see the paper signed by your brother? A. I saw 
it in his hand one morning at the breakfast table but I did not read 
it. 

Q. Mr. Hall has testified that he went out with you, or you went 
out with him rather, to see some property on some street in that vi¬ 
cinity. Do you remember that? A. I went out with him on Octo¬ 
ber 18th. 

Q. At the time you went out with Mr. Hall to see this Decatur 
street property had you any information from him, or any reason to 
believe that the terms of the paper which your brother had signed 
were not to be carried out? A. No sir. 

Q. It appears in the testimony that Mr. Stormont and his wife 
came out to 1403 on the evening of October 21. Do you 
184 remember that? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did he in the course of that conversation say anything 
as to having previously called on Mr. Hall with relation to the deed 
from your brother to you? A. He said he had seen Mr. Hall and 
Hall would give him no satisfaction. 

Q. Was your brother at home at the time? A. No sir. 

Q. What did you tell Mr. Stormont with reference to your knowl¬ 
edge of the transaction? A. That I was ignorant of it and he would 
have to see Mr. Williamson. 

Q. Since the deed to you have you paid anything on account of 
the second trust? A. I paid $35.00 in October, and the same 
amount in November, making $70.00 in all. 

Q. Has there been any improvement, or the contrary, in the 
neighborhood since 1403 was purchased? A. Since 1908 there have 
been built in the vicinity about twenty-five houses—probably more. 

Q. And so far as you know was there any reason or necessity for 
the sale of 1403? A. None whatever. 

Q. If you had been told, or known, that it was claimed that your 
brother was selling that property for $6,000, would you have al¬ 
lowed him to sign a deed? 

Mr. Richardson: I object to the question as leading and imma¬ 
terial. 

A. No sir. 

Q. Prior to September 10, had you had any dealings with Stone 
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• & Fairfax about any property of yours? A. Some time in the 
winter, I authorized them to give my property up to some 

185 other real estate agent. 

Q. You do not understand me. Had they been acting as 
agents for you with relation to any property? A. Yes sir; they have 
been collecting rents on my own property. 

Q. What property? A. 2433 H Street N. W. 

Q. How long have you owned that property? A. Since 1905; 
six years this spring. 

Q. What does it rent for? A. $18.50. 

Q. What sort of a house is it? A. It is a six room house. 

Q. What is its condition so far as repairs are concerned? A. It is 
in good condition. 

Q. What is the encumbrance, if any, on it? A. $1300.00. 

Q. Have you other means beside that? A. I have my interest 
in the land in Virginia. 

Q. Has that property been assessed to you for taxation ever since 
you have owned it? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did you know before your brother handed you the receipt for 
this deed of October 20, that it had been made? A. No sir. 

Q. Was it made in pursuance of any conspiracy or combination 
between you? A. No sir; I did not know that mv brother was 
going to deed the house to me until he came home that evening and 
told me and handed me the Recorder's receipt. 

186 Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Had you ever asked him to give you a deed to that property? 
A. A short while after we moved out there I asked him to secure 
me for my interest that I had in the property but from then I have 
never asked him. 

Q. Your interest in the property was represented by the amount 
that you loaned him when he purchased it? A. Yes sir, the cash 
payment that I put on the property when we moved there. I felt 
that I had an interest in it. 

Q. Was it your understanding in filing this suit that not enough 
cash was being received to satisfy your claim? A. According (o 
my knowledge and belief. 

Q. If you were mistaken in that then you would not have filed 
the suit? 

Mr. Williamson : I object to the question as unintelligible. The 
witness has not stated that she filed the suit to recover $500. 

The last question was read to the witness. 

Mr. Williamson: Mistaken in what? 

Mr. Richardson: It is perfectly intelligible. If the witness does 
understand it, I will reframe the question. 

Q. You state that it was your understanding when you filed this 
suit, that there was not enough money being derived from the sale 
to satisfy your claim against this property. Now I want to ask you 
whether or not, if you are mistaken in this belief—if, as a matter of 
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fact there is enough net proceeds derived from this sale to satisfy 
your claim in full, you would have, knowing that, filed this suit? 
A. No sir. 

187 Q. Do you know what the net proceeds of that sale were? 
A. What sale? 

Q. Of the net proceeds under the contract which you set forth in 
your bill of complaint, and which are referred to in these proceed¬ 
ings—the sale of 1403 Delafield St. to Mr. Stormont? A. No sir; 
I never heard it. 

Q. Then you filed the suit not knowing whether or not your 
interests were prejudiced by the sale and conveyance of this prop¬ 
erty to Mr. Stormont? A. I never knew what my brother was to 
get out of it. I never heard. 

Q. When you received this Recorder’s receipt for the deed which 
he recorded on October ‘21st, did you know that that deed was be¬ 
ing recorded in order to prevent this sale from going through? A. 
I knew nothing at all about the matter. I was ignorant about it. 
I knew nothing about it until my brother came home and gave me 
the receipt and told me that he had put the deed on record to me that 
day. That is all I knew about it. I was never consulted and I 
never asked him at any time to do it. 

Q. Then you just assumed that was for the purpose of protecting 
your $500 advanced? A. That was what I supposed it was. He 
deeded it to me to secure me. I never asked him any questions. I 
never questioned him. 

Q. Do you know Mr. Richard Washington? A. No sir; I never 
met him. 

Q. You say you went looking for houses with Mr. Hall on Oc¬ 
tober 18th? A. Yes sir. 

188 Q. Had you any idea of moving? A. Mr. Hall gave us 
to understand that the house was sold to Mr. Stormont and 

Mr. Stormont wanted the house—wanted to get in, and I supposed 
the house was sold, and we were looking for houses to go in. 

Q. Did you know then that your brother had signed the deeds? 
A. I did not know that may brother had signed any deeds until he 
came home one Saturday after he had signed them, and said he had 
signed them, and I supposed then that the house had been sold. 

Q. Did you take any steps then to protect your interest in the 
property? A. I was advised by my counsel. 

Q, That was after the 21st, was it not? A. It was after my 
brother had put the deed on record to me on the 20th. 

Q. When did you first hear that this property had been sold? A. 
On the 24th. I saw it in the paper; it had been transferred to Mr. 
Stormont after my brother had transferred it to me. 

Q. You have just said that your brother came home one Satur¬ 
day evening after he had signed the deeds and told you he had signed 
them and you then supposed it was sold? A. He came home on 
Saturday the 15th and said he had signed the deeds to the property, 
and I supposed then that the house had been sold. 

Q. And when he brought home that receipt on the day he re¬ 
corded the deed to you, and gave it to you, you did not ask him how 
it was that he was deeding your property, which you supposed was 

13—2363a 
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sold to somebody else, did you? A. I never questioned my brother 
at all. 

189 Q. You were naturally a little curious to know how it 
was that you were getting this property that was sold to some 

one else, were you not? A. No sir; I never questioned him. I 
never asked him any questions about it. 

Q, I did not ask you whether you asked him. I asked you if you 
were not curious to know how you were getting property that you 
supposed was sold by him to somebody else, and which he had al¬ 
ready told you he had deeded to some one else? A. No sir. 

Q. Did you think that was the usual custom of doing business? 
A. I never spent any thought on it. I supposed he had deeded it to 
me to protect me. 

Q. To protect you against what? A. My interest that I had in 
the property. ' * 

Q. Protect it against what? A. I suppose against a law suit. 

Q. You knew, then, there was a law suit threatened? A. I 
heard my brother speak of it afterwards. 

Q. Had you not heard him speak of it before? A. No sir. 

Q. You did not know then when he gave you the deed that it 
was to protect you from anything in particular? A. No sir. 

Q. Did you question any one else about the transaction; did you 
see Mr. Hall about that? A. No sir. 

Q. Did you know that your brother had consulted Mr. William¬ 
son? A. No sir. 

190 Q. You did not know who prepared the paper that was re¬ 
corded? A. No sir. 

Q. Did you execute any paper to your brother to secure his inter¬ 
est represented by the money that he had put in the house after 
the title came to you by this deed? A. Only the check T gave him, 
made to my order. 

Q. When was that? 

Mr. Williamson: She does not understand you. 

A. I gave him the check on the 23rd of July 1908. 

Q. After you had gotten the deed from your brother last October, 
he having meanwhile put out several hundred dollars at least, on 
this property, did you give him any paper protecting his interest in 
the property? A. No sir, only the receipts that I paid for the two 
month’s rent. 

Q. Did you have any understanding with your brother after he 
gave you that deed, about the 20th of October, by which his interest 
in this property was to be protected, or when this law suit was ended 
that you were to convey the property back to him? A. No sir. 

Q. Nothing was said about that at all? A. No sir. 

Q. You referred to your interest in certain property in Virginia. 
Was your brother interested in that property? A. My brother had 
a small interest in it. 

Q. When did he dispose of that interest? A. It was in Septem¬ 
ber when he disposed of the whole property—the last of September. 
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Q. After this contract had been signed to exchange this 

191 property with Mr. Stormont? A. I do not know just what 
date but it was sometime in September—the latter part of 

September. 

Q. That was a sale out of which he realized some considerable 
amount of cash, was it not? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Why was it that you objected to the sale of this property, and 
told Mr. Hall on the 14th of October that you did object to the sale? 
A. Because I had the interest in the property, and another thing, 
I did not care to move; I did not care to make a change. 

Q. You knew before that that the sale was contemplated, did you 
not? A. No sir. 

Q. And the 14th of October was the first that you heard of this 
deal? A. Mr. Hall came several times out to the house and told us 
the property was sold. I did not know that my brother had any in¬ 
tention of selling the property after he had refused to sell it in the 
early summer. 

Q. You said awhile ago that you saw your brother with this paper 
in his possession at the breakfast table? A. I saw that paper but 
I did not know he had any intention of selling the property until 
afterwards. 

Q, Did you not know it was this paper? A. I presume it was this 
paper. I heard my brother say he had a paper from Mr. Hall, and 
I presumed it was the paper. I never read the paper. 

Q. You knew at that time that he was arranging to dispose of the 
house did you not? A. I suppose that was about that time. 

Q. Did you object to him at that time about it? A. No sir; I 
never objected to my brother at any time, as far as I can re- 

192 member, selling the property after last summer. 

Q. Why was it that on the 14th of October you objected 
to the sale of this property? A. I did not want it sold on the 14th. 
As I told you, I had an interest in the property and I did not care to 
move. I wanted to stay there. 

Q. Were there any financial reasons connected with the payment 
of interest or taxes, or other monetary considerations relating to 
this house on account of which your brother desired to sell it in 
September if he did not make this other sale of the Virginia prop¬ 
erty? A. No sir. 

Q. He was financially able then to carry this property without any 
difficulty? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Have you ever examined this deed which your brother gave 
you? A. I went to the office of the Recorder of Deeds and got the 
deed out and read it, yes sir. 

Q. Are you acquainted with the fact that it is customary to se¬ 
cure persons who advance money to be used in the purchase of prop¬ 
erty, to give them a deed of trust or mortgage to secure it and not 
a straight form of deed? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Did you ask your brother his reasons for giving you a deed 
instead of the usual mortgage or deed of trust? A. No sir. 

Q. Did you think it was peculiar that that should have been done 
in that way? A. I never spent any thought on it. I trusted to my 
brother’s honesty. 
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Q. In your separate answer filed in equity cause No. 29,717, you 
allege that: “The conveyance to her” (meaning yourself) 
193 “was made properly and in good faith for the protection of 
herself and her co-defendant.” What do you mean in that 
answer that this deed was not only given for your own protection 
but for the protection of your co-defendant, meaning your brother 
George R. A. Willey? A. Why it was to protect me as well as him 

Q. How was it to protect him? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that because it is a question of 

law. 

A. Why from the law suit that they had threatened him with. 

Q. Then you knew when you accepted this deed from your 
brother that it was being given for the purpose of getting the title 
of this property out of his name so that he would be protected from 
any responsibility for his contract. Is that true or not true? 

Mr. Williamson: I object to that because it appears that the 
answer which the gentleman has quoted from, was filed long after 
the deed was made. 

A. It is true. 

Mr. Richardson: That is all. 

LIZZIE LEE WILLEY. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 21st day of March 1911. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

Without concluding the testimony, an adjournment was taken 
until tomorrow, Wednesday March 22, 1911 at 3 o’clock p. m. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, 

Examiner in Chancery. 


194 Corrections of Deposition of Miss Lizzie Willey. 

Page 42, the last answer on said page should be “Yes sir,” in¬ 
stead of “No sir.” 

Page 49, in lieu of last answer, viz, “It is true,” insert the fol¬ 
lowing : 

“When I filed my suit against Stormont, Washington and George 
R. A. Willey, it was not done to help my brother to evade any 
responsibility for any of his actions because I knew nothing about 
my brother making the deed and recording it to me at that time. 
It was done simply to protect my own and my brother’s interests.” 

LIZZIE LEE WILLEY. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 2nd day of May 1911. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, 

Examiner . 
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I, Alexander H. Galt, Examiner in Chancery, do hereby certify 
that before signing her name to the foregoing deposition, the wit¬ 
ness Lizzie Lee Willey desired to have noted the foregoing changes 
in her deposition as given. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, 

Examiner . 

195 Washington, D. C., March 22, 1911. 

Met pursuant to adjournment, for the purpose of resuming the 
taking of testimony on behalf of the defendants Willey in the 
above-entitled consolidated causes. 

Present: 

On behalf of the complainants Stormont, W. E. Richardson 
Esquire. 

On behalf of the defendants Willey, Irving Williamson Esquire. 

Also the complainant George T. Stormont and the defendants 
Willey. 


Testimony for the Defendants Willey Resumed. 

Robert Lee O’Brien, a witness of lawful age produced for and 
on behalf of the defendants Willey, having been first duly sworn, 
testified as follows: 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Please state your business? A. Real estate. 

Q. How long have you been in the real estate business? A. I 
should say between eighteen and twenty years. 

Q. Are you connected with any firm, or have you any connec¬ 
tion in the business? A. I am connected with the firm of Belt, 
O’Brien and Company. 

Q. Where is your office? A. No. 1309 G Street Northwest. 

Q. Have you examined premises 1403 Delafield St.? A. I have 
Q. Are you familiar with that property and with its sur- 
196 roundings? A. I am. 

Q. What, in your opinion, in view of your knowledge of 
real estate in that section, was the fair market value of that property 
in September 1910? A. I should say the property ought to be 
worth in the neighborhood of between $7,000 and $7,250. 

Q. Mr. O’Brien, were you authorized last fall to take charge of 
certain houses owned by Mj. George Willey, and one owned by his 
sister? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Who had been collecting rents from them before that? A. 
Stone & Fairfax. 

Q. Did you call on Stone & Fairfax, or deliver to them the orders 
for turning over that property to you? A. Our man did, Mr. 
Dismer. 

Q. Did you see Mr. Hill yourself? A. No sir, I did not. 

Q. Did you get possession of the property from Stone & Fair¬ 
fax? A. No sir. 
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Q. How did you get possession? A. I simply called called the 
rent man and notified the collector to go and collect the rents. 

Q. I thought you did it yourself? A. No sir; I did not go there. 

Cross-examination. 

/ 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. When did you examine this property, 1403 Delafield 

197 street prior to, or about, September 1910? A. I should say 
it was about in the neighborhood of ten days or two weeks 

ago. 

Q. Was that the first time, two weeks ago, that you had ever 
made any examination of these premises? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Is your testimony then as to its value, intended to relate to 
its value when you examined it, or to its value in September 1910? 
A. Just the value it is to-day. That is the value I put on it right 
to-day, if a man should ask me to go out and look at that house. 

Q. How many rooms has that house? A. To the best of my 
knowledge—of course I do not know the number of rooms—I 
would say between in the neighborhood of eight or nine rooms. 

Q. What kind of a porch has it? A. A wooden porch. 

Q. Large or small? A. It is a pretty good sized porch—a larger 
porch than I have. 

Q. What is the condition of the property as to the state of repairs 
in which it is in; is it in a good state of repairs, or does it need 
repair? A. That would depend on the purchaser. I would say a 
good many of the rooms, the general condition is fair. That would 
depend greatly on the party who occupied it, as to what he would 
want done. 

Q. Do you know how old that house is? A. No, I cannot say 
that I do. I should imagine it was in the neighborhood or four or 
five years old. 

Q. What percentage of depreciation is usually allowed in the 
case of a frame dwelling? A. Well, I never figured much 

198 on depreciation. That depends upon how well a house has 
been kept up. Some houses will depreciate quicker than 

others. It depends upon how it is kept up. 

Q. Were you familiar with the values of property in that section 
in the summer of 1908? A. I should say yes sir. 

Q. About what was the house worth at that time? A. Well I 
do not know that I have found out what the house sold for orig¬ 
inally; so of course I could not tell you about what I thought it was 
worth, but they tell me it sold for $6500.00 originally. 

Q. Do you think that was a fair price for it at the time it was 
purchased? A. In all probability the builder who put it up got his 
profit out of it, and he thought it was fair. 

Q. Has there been any very considerable increase of values in 
that section since July 1908? A. I understand that Mr. Hilton is 
putting a house up directly across the street from this house. While 
this house is larger than the one I refer to, the width of the lot is 
only five feet more; it is 45 as against 40, and he told me to-day 
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that he expects to get $9500.00 for it. In fact he says he has got 
to get that. He tells me that the house he lives in—which is only 
a seven room house—no man could get it under $8250. That is 
only a seven room house. I understand further that Mr. Wardman 
has put some houses up on the rear property and has made a nice 
profit on them. There have been some $6500 houses sold for 
$7500. So it cannot be going back very far. The house is situated 
west of 14th street. 

Q. Do you know of any $6500 house in that neighborhood that 
has sold for $7500 within the year? A. Not to my knowl- 

199 edge. Only what people have told me. 

Q. Mr. Hilton has just commenced to build that house 
across the street, has he not? A. It is pretty well under construc¬ 
tion. It looks as though he is on the interior now. 

Q. Was that house started in September 1910? A. Oh no sir; 
I should say possibly it might have been started in November or De¬ 
cember; I would say somewhere around there. 

Q. Do you know of any recent sales of property on Delafield 
street in the vicinity of this property? A. I had a lot right on Dela¬ 
field street between 13th and 14th streets. Of course the lot, in my 
judgment, would not be as desirable as west of 14th street. While 
I did not make the deal, I had the lot to sell for $1700, and I under¬ 
stand it was afterwards traded in for a house, but I had the lot to 
do business with if I could trade it but I simply could not meet up 
with it. That was east of Fourteenth street. It belonged to Mr. 
Webb. 

Q. How long did it take you to examine this property* when you 
examined it two weeks ago? A. I suppose, knowing the location 
and situation, in the neighborhood of twenty minutes. 

Q. Had you ever prior to that time placed any valuation on this 
particular property? A. No sir. 

Q. You are still collecting rents for Mr. and Miss Willey, are 
you? A. Yes sir; we are. 

ROBERT LEE O’BRIEN. 

Sw r orn to and subscribed before me this 21st day of March 1911. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, 

Examiner. 

200 Irving Williamson, a witness produced for and on behalf 
of the defendants Willey, having been first duly sworn, testi¬ 
fied as follows: 

I am counsel for the defendants in one of these cases and the 
complainant in the other. I first knew of this matter on the 19th 
of October last, and on that day I telephoned the office of Stone 
& Fairfax and inquired for Mr. Hall. Being told that he was not 
there, I w T ent to the office and upon inquiry was referred to Mr. 
Johnson, being the gentleman who has testified in this case. I 
asked him about the Willey transaction and he showed me a pencil 
sketch or memorandum of what he said would be the accounts when 
the transaction was finally closed. He added that this account would 
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be subject to some reductions upon certain adjustments being made. 
It showed that less than $600 would be payable to Willey. 

Mr. Richardson: I want to note an objection to Mr. William¬ 
son’s testimony as to this account stated because the account ought 
to be put in evidence, or accounted for, if its contents are material. 

The Witness (continuing): I asked him to show me the con¬ 
tract in the case and he thereupon produced the typewritten paper 
bearing the signature of Mr. Stormont, which I read. I then asked 
him to show me any paper signed by Mr. Willey. He said he did 
not have any such paper. I thereupon told him that in the brief 
examination I had been able to mate, it appeared to me that Mr. 
Willey was entitled to about $2500.00 out of the transaction; 1 
wanted time to investigate it and said to him that no step should be 
taken in the matter until he heard from me. He assented to this. 
At the same time I asked him where the deeds were, and he said 
they were in his possession. The next day I saw the duplicate 

201 of the paper, bearing date September 15th, and bearing the 
signature of Mr. Willey, and on that date the deed to Miss 

Willey was executed and recorded. I had been absent from my 
office and on my return was told that Mr. Johnson had called upon 
me by telephone. In a few minutes he called me again and asked 
me what Mr. Willey was going to do. I told him that the transac¬ 
tion was to proceed no further; that Mr. Willey had conveyed the 
property to his sister, and that I was then writing a letter to Stone 
& Fairfax which would be sent to them by special delivery. This 
was done immediately afterwards. 

Between the 20th and 22nd, Mr. Johnson and Mr. Hall called at 
my office, without any invitation from me, and asked me about the 
matter. I told them that the paper I had seen, signed by Mr. Willey, 
entitled him to $2500.00 net for the equity in 308 R St., and yet, 
under the pencil memorandum, he was going to get less than $600.00, 
and it w’as evident that the transaction into which he entered was 
not being carried out, and that it must proceed no further. 

I heard nothing after that visit until Saturday the 22nd of Octo¬ 
ber, when I was called on the telephone by Mr. Johnson and asked' 
to come to the office of Stone & Fairfax. I was there in the neigh¬ 
borhood of 12 o’clock and when I w T ent in I saw sitting at the desk 
a gentleman, whom Mr. Johnson in a few’ minutes introduced to me 
as Mr. Stormont, that being the first time I had seen him. Mr. Stor¬ 
mont, after the introduction, proceeded to read with some declam¬ 
atory effect, a letter which he had addressed to Stone & Fairfax, 
and which is the same letter that has been offered in evidence. John¬ 
son, after the reading of the letter, asked me what was to be done. 
I said “I have no manual possession of those deeds and I cannot 
prevent you from delivering them or recording them, but I 

202 protest against it and say that the transaction that you now 
propose is not the one in which Mr. Willey entered.” Mr. 

Stormont made no explanation to me. I did not know at that time 
that the evening before he had been to see Miss Willey and had 
been referred by her to me. At all events, he asked no questions of 
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me whatever. I did not see Hall there. He may have been. Mr. 
Stormont was in the room all the time that I was and heard every¬ 
thing that I said. He must have heard. In the course of the con¬ 
versation I said that Mr. Willey was prepared, if anybody had been 
put to expense by his fault, to make it good, but there was no propo¬ 
sition or opportunity for negotiation upon that subject, and I left. 

Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. You say you first knew of this matter on the 19th of October. 
What was the source of your information on the subject at that time? 
A. Mr. George Willey called it to my attention. 

Q. You say that when you went to Mr. Johnson’s office on the 
19th that you protested and asked time to investigate the matter 
upon the ground that Mr. Willey was to receive, by a statement 
which w T as shown to you, a sum much less than what you thought 
he was entitled to receive from the papers that you saw. Had you 
at that time received any information other than that which Mr. 
Johnson gave you as to the amount that Mr. Willey would receive 
out of this transaction? A. As I have already said, at the time of 
my visit on the 19th, I had not seen the paper signed by Mr. Willey, 
and did not see that until the 20th. My statement to Mr. Johnson 
to the effect that the transaction shown by his pencil account 
203 could not be the one into which Mr. Willey had entered, was 
based upon a verbal statement as to the amount Mr. Willey 
was to get out of it. 

Q. Who made that verbal statement to you? A. Mr. Willey. 

Q. Did Mr. Willey, at the time of making that statement to you, 
inform you that Messrs. Stone & Fairfax did not propose to pay him 
the amount that he expected to receive? 

The Witness: Mr. Willey, you have no objection to my disclos¬ 
ing what you said, have you? 

Mr. Willey: No. 

A. Mr. Willey did not appear to have any understanding of the 
matter, except the fact that he was to get $2500.00 out of the equity 
in R St.; he did not have that paper with him on that day, and it 
was at my request that he brought it to me the next day. It was 
not any apprehension as to his getting money but the apprehension 
was as to what the transaction he w T as entering into was to be. 

Q. He did not then at that time raise any question as to his re¬ 
ceiving what he thought he was entitled to receive? A. Mr. Willey 
was ignorant about the matter, and suspicious about it, and wanted 
somebody he thought knew more about such matters than he, to 
investigate it, and that was my purpose in going to Stone & Fair¬ 
fax’s office. 

Q. On the next day, you said—that is the 20th of October—the 
deed to Miss Willey was recorded? A. Executed and recorded. 

Q. Executed and recorded. You prepared that deed, I under* 
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stand from Mr. Willey’s deposition on yesterday? A. Yes sir. 

204 Q. Did you have that deed recorded, or was that a matter 
entirely of Mr. Willey’s action? A. I requested him to 

record it. He was the medium by which it was carried to the record 
office. 

Q. Did you have any authority at that time from Miss Willey 
to take such action in her behalf? A. No special authority. I 
had been her attorney before and had known Mr. Willey and she 
for a good many years. 

Q. And that was the same day which was the occasion of your 
second call upon Stone & Fairfax was it not? A. No sir; I called 
on Stone & Fairfax twice, on the 19th and on the 22nd. 

Q. At the same time that you prepared that deed, and had Mr. 
Willey record it, did you not address and have mailed by special 
delivery to Messrs. Stone & Fairfax, the letter which is in evidence 
as Exhibit Stormont No. 9? A. I have already said I did. I have 
already so testified. 

Q, What authority did you have on behalf of Miss Willey to 
give such notice to Messrs. Stone & Fairfax? A. I had been her 
attorney and was acting in her interest at that time, and believed 
that I had a right to do what I did. 

Q. She had not requested you to take any action whatever in this 
matter, had she? A. No sir. I took the action that I would have 
taken for the protection of any client’s interest, without having had 
the time to consult my client. 

Q. Did you make any effort to get into communication with her? 
A. No sir; there was no time, in my judgment. 

205 Q. When was the first time after that that you had any 
conference or communication with her? A. I cannot fix the 

date. It w r as immediately after that that she came to see me—cer¬ 
tainly within one or two days. 

Q. Did you advise Mr. George R. A. Willey that he could place 
Mr. Stormont in the position in which he was formerly with respect 
to this property if this matter was declared off? A. I could not have 
given him the advice in that way. I advised him that in my judg¬ 
ment everybody connected with it could be placed in their former 
position, if there had been any disposition on their part to do so. 

Q. You assumed then in giving that advice, that Mr. Richard 
Washington would be disposed to give up the property wdiich he had 
purchased and stand the expense, did you? A. I did not under¬ 
stand that Mr. Washington had any rights, and I do not understand 
that he has any rights now, in view of the paper which has since 
been offered in evidence, and which at that time I had not seen 
because no deed in my judgment had been delivered to him, and 
it would have been perfectly easy at that time to have adjusted the 
matter so that nobody w’ould have been hurt. But my overture in 
that respect was not met in any sense of the word. 

Q. Did you know T at that time that Mr. Washington had paid in 
full the purchase money for 308 R St.? A. No such statement was 
made to me, nor did I know anybody authorized to receive the money 
from him. 
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Q. The execution and recording of this deed to Miss Willey was for 
the purpose of securing time—for the purpose of delay, was 

206 it not? A. It was for the purpose of protecting Mr. Willey’s 
rights—Mr. George R. A. Willey’s rights—and preventing 

any action on the part of Stone & Fairfax, Stormont or Washington 
which would prejudice the interest of the Willeys. 

Q. You knew at the time that the deed was recorded, did you not, 
that she was not purchasing the property? A. I knew at the time 
that the legal title was in Mr. Willey and he could put the title in 
the name of anybody he pleased, particularly in view of the fact 
that she had an interest in the property, and that that conveyance 
would serve to protect his interests and his sister’s interests. 

Mr. Richardson: I move to strike out the part of the answer 
which states that Miss Willey had an interest in the property, as 
not responsive. 

Q. You made a statement in your direct examination that Mr. 
Stormont was in the office of Stone & Fairfax during all the time 
that you were at that office. Do you mean to say that Mr. Stormont 
was in the same room that you were during that time? A. I am 
not entirely familiar with the arrangement of Stone & Fairfax’s 
office, but Mr. Stormont, when I saw him, and all the time that 
I was there, was seated at a desk and I was not more than ten feet 
from him. Whether I was in the 9ame room, or a little room 
adjoining, or not, I do not know but he was in my view, and we 
were within hearing of each other all the time. 

Q. You were then in the room which is known as Mr. Johnson’s 
room in that office—a small room about seven or eight feet wide 
by about ten feet long, or twelve feet long, in the rear of the office? 
A. We were toward the rear of the office; I do not know whether 
I was in the same room with Mr. Stormont or not but I 

207 repeat what I said as to our being in each other’s presence. 

Q. Was Mr. Stormont seated in the same place during the 
entire time that you were there? A. I was not there more than 
ten, or at the outside fifteen minutes, and all the time I was there I 
saw Mr. Stormont. 

Q. Was he engaged in any conversation in which you took part? 
A. Mr. Stormont confined himself to the reading of his letter. I 
heard him say nothing else. 

Q. Was there any other person present at that conference beside 
yourself, Mr. Hall—was it? A. I did not see Hall there. He says 
he was there. 

Q. (Continuing:) Mr. Johnson and Mr. Fairfax? A. The only 
persons I saw there were Johnson, Stormont and Fairfax. 

Q. You had somewhat of an altercation with Mr. Fairfax at that 
time, had you not? A. If you want me to go into that I can tell 
you about it. I was invited up to the office there by Mr. Johnson and 
found Stormont there; Hall says he was there; I did not see him— 
and Fairfax, and it very soon appeared that there was no purpose to 
get me there except an effort on the part of Fairfax, surrounded by 
those people, to be insulting in his own office, undertaking to give 
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me his ideas of professional etiquet. T take the liberty of seeking 
my own source of enlightenment on that subject and it certainly 
would not be Mr. Fairfax. 

Q. Did you ever make any effort to see or communicate with Mr. 
Stormont and arrive at any adjustment of this controversy? A. 
Mr. Stormont heard what I said. So far from responding 

208 to it, he read his letter, and if T had known at that time that 
he had been referred to me the night before, and that he then, 

when he had the opportunity, failed to speak to me on the subject, 

I could have appreciated his attitude better. 

Q. You never made any effort to see him; that was just a chance 

meeting, was it not? A. Perhaps it was chance, but that is not my 

view of it. T think it was pre-arranged. 

Q. What T would like to know is whether you ever made an effort 

to see Mr. Stormont about this matter? A. Oh, I had seen him 

there and been introduced to him and made mv statement and he 

•/ 

replied to it by reading that letter, and there was nothing more for 
me to say, and I made no further effort. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 21st day of March 1911. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, 

Examiner in Chancery. 

209 Norman L. Sansbury, a witness produced for and on 
behalf of the defendants Willey, having been first duly 

sworn, testified as follows: 

By Mr. Williamson: 

Q. You are in the real estate business? A. Yes sir. 

Q. How long have you been so engaged in the District of Colum¬ 
bia? A. Eight years. 

Q. Are you familiar with the value of property in the region of 
Delafield street, west of 14th street? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Are you acquainted with this property in controversy, No. 
1403 Delafield St.? A. Yes sir. 

Q. How long have you known that section? A. A little over 

four vears—nearlv five vears. 

%> _ •' •/ 

Q. What would you say wa^ the fair market value of 1403 last 
fall, September, say? A. Well, $6750 would be a reasonably quick 
sale. 


Cross-examination. 

By Mr. Richardson: 

Q. Have you made any recent examination of that property? A. 
The interior? 

Q. Yes? A. No sir; not the interior. 

Q. Have you recently examined the exterior of it? A. In passing 
just to notice it. 

Q. Do you know in what state of repair the property is—whether 
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it needs painting or any repairs of another nature? A. I 

210 do not know as to the interior. The exterior is in fairly good 
shape. 

Q. Has there been any general increase in the values of houses 
in that section in the last three years? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Do you believe that the average house in that section would 
to-day be worth more than what it was three years ago? A. Yes sir. 

Q. Notwithstanding the ordinary depreciation, or rate of deprecia¬ 
tion of a frame house under general conditions? A. Yes; I take 
that into consideration. 

Q. Do you know at what values those houses sold in 1908? A 
Yes sir. 

Q. What were they? A. $6500.00. 

Q. Do you know how many rooms this house has in it? A 
Yes sir. 

Q. How many? A. Four rooms on the first floor, that is includ 
ing the reception hall, and four rooms on the second floor, and bath. 

Redirect examination. 

Bv Mr. Williamson: 

Q. Do you know the size of that lot, Mr. Sansbury? A. Forty 
feet in front, a side alley running back and an angle at the rear. 
I sold the lots to the builder who sold the houses to the present 
owners. 

211 Recross-examination. 

By Mr. Richardson : 

Q. Did Mr. George R. A. Willey at any time since last May re¬ 
quest your services as broker to sell this property? A. I do not 
think so, I do not recall it. 

Q. Has the property been listed with you during the past year? 
A. I do not think so. Of course we have a number of properties 
listed. I could refer to my books and find out but I do not recall 
theirs having been listed. 

NORMAN L. SANSBURY. 

Sworn to and subscribed before me this 21st day of March, 1911. 

ALEXANDER H. GALT, 

Examiner in Chancery . 

Adjourned to meet on notice. 

Counsel for the respective parties subsequently announced the 
close of their testimony. 


ALEXANDER H. GALT. 
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212 Exhibit G. R. A. W. 1. 

Loans. Insurance. 

“Exceptional Bargains in Real Estate.” 

Mr. George R. A. Willey in Account with N. L. Sansbury, Real 

Estate Broker, 

719-721 Thirteenth St. Northwest, Washington, D. C. 

A special attention given to collection of rents and management of 
estates. 

Phone, Main 2994. 

July 30, 1908. 

— of Lot 19, Square 2709, Saul’s Addition. Premises No. 1403 
Delafield St., between 14th and 15th St., N. W. 

Dr. Cr. 

To Price of Property.$6,500.00 

Water Rent (Paid) 

To Insurance for two yrs. 8 mos. & 25 days.. . 27.22 

By Deposit. $100.00 

To First Deed of Trust assumed. 3,500.00 

“ Interest accrued at 6% from June 10/08 

to July 30, 1908. 29.17 

To Deferred payment (Second Deed of Trust) . 2,500.00 

Taxes (Paid) 

1.90 

'To Recording.2.90 

- 4.80 

“ Notary fee. .50 

“ Conveyancing. 5.00 

“ Examination of Title and Tax Certificate. . 5.50 

By Check from George R. A. Willey in set¬ 
tlement. 413.85 


$6,543.02 $6,543.02 

Settled July 30, 1908. 

213 (Across face of foregoing:) Rec’ed check for $413.85 N. B. 
of Wash, in settlement of this sale. 

N. S. SANSBURY. 

214 Exhibit G. R. A. W. No. 2. 

No. 965. 

Washington, D. C., July 10th, 1908. 
The National Bank of Washington of Washington, D. C. 

Pay to the order of N. L. Sansbury on hundred — Dollars. 

GEO. R. A. WILLEY. 

$ 100 . 00 . 

Endorsed: Pay to the order of National Bank of Washington, D. C. 

N. L. SANSBURY. 


(On face of check:) National Bank of Washington, All prior 
endorsements guaranteed. July 11, 1908. Paid, 










OKOttQB T. STOfcMOtfT fit AL. Ill 

215 Exhibit G. R. A. W. No. 3. 

No. 970. 

Washington, D. C., July 30th, 1908. 

The National Bank of Washington of Washington, D. C. 

Pay to the order of N. L. Sansbury Four Hundred and Thirteen 
and 85/100 Dollars. 

GEO. R. A! WILLEY. 

$413.85. 

Endorsed: Pay to the order of National Bank of Washington, 
D. C. 

N. L. SANSBURY. 

(Across face of Check:) The National Bank of Washington. All 
prior endorsements guaranteed. July 30, 1908. Paid. 

(In margin:) Lot 19 sq. 2709. 

216 Exhibit G. R. A. W. No. 4. 

Telephone Main 2892. 

Special attention given to taxes. 

Notary Public. 

. Joseph R. Fague, 

Attorney at Law, 504 E Street N. W., Washington, D. C. 

July 27, 1908. 

Miss Lizzie Lee Willey, #114 F Street S. E. 

Dear Miss Lijzie: In regard to loan on lot 46, Square 29, your 
property, the two notes aggregating $750.00, payable to Thomas K. 
Lynch and Robert A. McPherson, dated June 1, 1905, and secured 
by Deed of Trust, were taken up, and the Deed of Trust released, and 
new Trust dated July 23, 1908, substituted, the two parties taken- 
new notes under new Deed of Trust for $550.00 and $200.00 re¬ 
spectively; I secured you an additional $550.00 which is covered in 
the new Deed of Trust, making the amount $1300.00. I append 


statement:— 

Additional loan. $550.00 

Expenses: 

Commission and drawing two Deeds..$25.00 

Continuation of Title. 9.00 

Notary fee. . . 1.00 

Recording Deed of Trust. 2.75 

Recording Deed of Release.95 

Interest to T. K. Lynch, to July 23, 1908. 4.75 

Interest to R. A. McPherson to July 23,1908.... 1.80 


Total Expenses . 45.25 

Balance due you. $504.75 

lich is ready for you at any time. 

I remain, 

Yours truly, JOSEPH R. FAGUE. 


___ 
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217 Exhibit G. R. A. W. No. 5. 

Charles P. Stone, President, John T. Meany, Secretary. 

Charles W. Fairfax, Vice-Pres. and Treas. 

Offices of Stone & Fairfax, Incorporated, Real Estate, Loans and In¬ 
surance, Rents Collected. 

1342 New York Avenue Northwest, 

Adjoining the Corner of 14th Street. 

Local and Long Distance Telephones. 

Washington, D. C., Oct. 5, 1910. 
Mr. George R. A. Willey, 1403 Delafield Street, City. 

Dear Sir: Please call at our office Thursday morning, October 6th, 
to execute deed covering your above mentioned premises. 
Respectfullv yours, 

STONE & FAIRFAX, 

Bv FREDERICK E. JOHNSON. 

90% of Buyers and Renters apply to us. 


218 Johnson No. 1. 

Exhibit G. R. A. W. No. 6. 

Charles P. Stone, President. John T. Meany, Secretary. 

Charles W. Fairfax, Yice-Pres. and Treas. 

Offices of Stone & Fairfax, Incorporated, Real Estate, Loans and In¬ 
surance, Rents Collected. 

1342 New York Avenue Northwest, 

Adjoining the Corner of 14th Street. 

Local and Long Distance Telephones. 

Washington, D. C., Oct. 14, 1910. 
Mr. George R. A. Willey, 1403 Delafield Street N. W., City. 

Dear Sir: We are now prepared to make settlement of the ex¬ 
change of your Delafield Street house for premises 308 R Street, 
Northwest, we having disposed of the said R Street house in accord¬ 
ance with the terms of your ratification, and ask that you please exe¬ 
cute the two deeds enclosed herewith without further delay. If you 
are unwilling to execute these deeds immediately, we will be com¬ 
pelled to place the matter in the hands of our attorney for settle¬ 
ment. 

Respectfully yours, 

STONE & FAIRFAX, 

By CHAS. W. FAIRFAX. 

(Enclosures.) 

90% of Buyers and Renters apply to us. 
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219 Hall 1. 

Exhibit G. R. A. W. No. 7. 

Memorandum: 

7000. 

5200. trust 


1800. Equity 
in 1403 Delafield. 


3500. 

1400. trust 


2350. Equity, 
in 308 R N. E. 

220 Report of Receivers. 

Filed August 29, 1911. 

******* 

The first and final report of Irving Williamson and William E. 
Richardson, receivers in the above cause, respectfully shows: 

1. That after having been appointed receivers by Order of this 
Court, passed on December 22, 1910, they filed bond in the amount 
specified in said order, and proceeded to discharge the duties of their 
appointment. 

2. That, as directed in said order, they forthwith rented premises 
No. 1403 Delafield Street to the defendant Lizzie Lee Willey, at a 
monthly rental of $40.00 per month, and said defendant has contin¬ 
uously occupied said premises under said rental agreement, and paid 
therefor the sum of $320.00, being rent in full to August 22, 1911. 

3. That after diligent effort extending over four months, these 
receivers found it impossible to secure a new loan for $3500.00 upon 
the said premises, as they were directed to do by the said order of 
December 22, 1910. That they placed this matter in the hands of a 
number of real estate brokers, authorizing them to secure said loan 
upon customary terms and commissions, but were advised that it 
was impossible to secure the same for the reason that the property was 
in litigation. 

That the holders of the notes secured by the $3500. deed of trust, 
referred to in these proceedings, insisted upon the securing of the 
principal and interest of their loan and after many threats to 

221 foreclose the said loan, they filed in this cause a petition ask¬ 
ing leave to sell the said real estate under the terms of their 

deed of trust. That before any order was made upon said petition, 
these receivers found a purchaser for the notes secured by the said 
deed of trust, through the firm of Blunden, O’Brien & Belt, upon 
the payment of a commission of one per cent of the principal of said 

15—2363a 
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note, and that they accordingly paid to the holder of said note for 
$3500.00, the principal amount of said note, and the interest from 
June 10,1910, to June 23,1911, of which amount the sum of $75.25 
was for interest accrued prior to October 18, 1910. That they also 
paid the costs and expenses of the filing of the petition by the trustees 
for leave to sell under said deed of trust, provision for the payment 
of such expense being contained in said deed of trust, the total 
amount so paid by them being the sum of $285.08. 

These receivers further report that they have, pursuant to the said 
order of the Court directing them to receive from the firm of Stone & 
Fairfax, Incorporated, certain moneys as described in said order, 
received from the said Stone & Fairfax a check for the sum of 
$2,311.27, upon a statement of account, copy of which, furnished by 
said Stone & Fairfax to these receivers, is hereto annexed. That 
upon receiving said sum from Stone & Fairfax, they acknowledged 
the receipt thereof, without prejudice to the rights, or claims of any 
of the parties to this suit; that they have not yet paid to the holders 
of the second deed of trust upon said premises No. 1403 Delafield 
Street, the amount of the indebtedness secured by said deed of trust. 

WM. E. RICHARDSON. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON. 


222 District of Columbia, 88 : 

Irving Williamson and William E. Richardson, being first duly 
sworn, on oath depose and say that they have read the foregoing re¬ 
port by them subscribed, and that the facts therein stated are true. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON. 
WM. E. RICHARDSON. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 29th day of August, A. D. 

1911. 

J. R. YOUNG, Clerk, 

By E. J. McKEE, 

Ass't Cl’k. 
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223 Chas. P. Stone, President; Charles W. Fairfax, Vice-Pree. 
& Treas.; John T. Meany, Secretary. 

Washington, D. C., Dec. 23, 1910. 

* 

Mr. Irving Williamson & Wm. E. Richardson, Receivers Eq. 29717, 
in Account with Stone & Fairfax, Incorporated, Real Estate, Loans 
and Insurance. 1342 New York Avenue N. W. 

Local and Long Distance Telephones. 

Exchange 308 R Street N. W. for 1403 Delafield St. N. W. 

Ca’l 1168 Settled as of Oct. 18, 1910. 


Folio pp. —. 

Dr. Cr. 

By Cash to Receivers Bal. due Geo. R. A. 

Willey.. 616.43 

By Cash to Receivers Prin. Amt. due Home 
Sav’gs Bank on 2nd trust on 10/18/10 as 

per their verbal statement. 1690.00 

By Cash to Receivers Int. at 6% on above 

$1590 accrued from 7/30/10. 20.62 

By Cash to Receivers Bal. due Geo. L. Stor¬ 
mont on Oct. 18, 1910. 85.22 


To Check of Stone & Fairfax herewith.2311.27 


2311.27 2311.27 

224 Charles P. Stone, President; Charles W. Fairfax, Vice-Pres’t 

& Treas.; John T. Meany, Secretary. 

Offices of Stone & Fairfax, Incorporated, Real Estate, Loans, and 
Insurance. Rents Collected. Local and Long Distance Tele¬ 
phones. 

1342 New York Avenue Northwest, Adjoining the Comer of 14th 

Street. 

Case 1168. 

Washington, D. C., Oct. 18, 1910. 

Exchange by George T. Stormont of lot 27, block 9, Eckington— 
308 R Street, N. E., subject to $1400 at 5% due J. B. Winter for 
lot 19, sq. 2709—1403 Delafield Street, N. W., subject to 1st trust 
of $3500 at 6% due Dec. 9, 1910. 








IK 


GEOBOB R. A. WILLEY BT AL. YS. 


1403 Delafield Street, N. W. 


To difference in trade valuations. 1400.00 

“ ins. Nat. Un. 3500, 3 y’rs p’d to 4/18/11 

,@ 28 . 4.67 * 

By deposit . 200.00 

“ int. a. 6% on 3500 accrued from June 

9/1910 75 25 

“ taxes accrued from 6/30/10 @ 51.38.. 15.42 

“ cash on a/c. 1007.20 

“ “ “ “ 300.00 

308 R Street N. E. 

By ins. Liverpool, Lond. & Globe 2000, 1 

y’r p’d to Oct. 26, 1910, @ 2.00. .04 

To int. a. 5% on 1400 accrued from July 26, 

1910 . 15.94 

“ commission a. 1%% on 3500. 52.50 

“ taxes accrued from 6/30/10 at 23.76.... 7.13 

“ certificate of title by Dist. & Wash. Title 

Cos. 25.00 

“ tax certificate . .50 

“ conveyancing deed . 5.00 

“ recording and notary . 1.95 

“ bal. to receivers being bal. due George T. 

Stormont on Oct. 18, 1910. 85.22 


1597.91 1597.91 

90% of Buyers and renters apply to us. 

225 Stone & Fairfax, Incorporated, Real Estate, Loans and In¬ 
surance, Rents Collected 

1342 New York Avenue Northwest, Adjoining the Comer of 14th 

Street. 

Local and Long Distance Telephones. 

Case 1168. Washington, D. C., Oct. 18, 1910. 

Exchange by George R. A. Willey of lot 19, sq. 2709—1403 
Delafield Street, N. W., subject to 1st trust of $3500 at 6% due B. F. 
Saul Co. for lot 27, Block 9, Eckington—308 R Street, N. E., sub¬ 
ject to $1400. at 5% due Oct. 26, 1910 and sale of equity in 308 R 
Street N. E. 

1403 Delafield Street N. W. 


By difference in trade valuations. 1400.00 

“ ins. Nat’l Un. $3500; 3 yrs. pd. to 

4/18/11 @28. 4.67 

To int. a. 6% on $3500 accrued from June 9, 

1910 . 75.25 

’ “ commission as agreed. 180.00 

“ taxes accrued from 6/30/10 a. 51.38_ 15.42 
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308 R Street N. E. 

To ins. Liverpool, Lond. & Globe, 2000, 1 yr. 

pd. to 10/26/10 a. 2.00. .04 

“ taxes accrued from 6/30/10 a. 23.76 . 7.13 

By int. 2 5% on 1400, accrued from 

7/26/1910 . 15.94 

“ sale of property (net as agreed) . 2500.00 

“ ins. Liverpool, Lond. & Globe, 2000, 1 yr. 

pd. to 10/26/10 a. 2.00. .04 

To deed of trust due Oct. 26, 1910 . 1400.00 

“ int. @ 5% on 1400 accrued from 

7/26/10 . 15.94 

“ taxes accrued from 6/30/10 @ 23.76_ 7.13 

“ conveyancing deed . 5.00 

“ recording & notary fee deed. 2.95 

“ cash to receivers bal. due George R. A. 

Willey after pay’t of 2d tr. due Home 

Savings Bank. 615.43 

“ cash to Receivers Principal amt. due 

Home Savings Bank on 2d trust on 
Oct. 18, 1910, as per their verbal 

statement . 1590.00 

“ cash to receivers int. a. 6% on 1590 

accrued from July 30, 1910 . 20.62 


3927.7 9 3927.78 

90% of Buyers and Renters Apply to us. 


226 Decree . 

Filed August 29, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont, Beatrice Stormont, Plaintiffs, 

vs. 

George R. A. Willey, Lizzie Lee Willey, Defendants. 

Decree. 

This cause coming on for final hearing upon the pleadings and 
testimony filed herein, and being argued by the solicitors for the 
respective parties, it is by the Court, this 29th day of August, 1911, 

Adjudged ordered and decreed, 

1. That the said deed from George R. A. Willey to Lizzie Lee 
Willey, dated October 19, 1910, described more particularly in the 
Bill of Complaint herein filed be set aside and held for naught. 

2. That the receivers, Irving Williamson and William E. Rich- 
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ardson, appointed by the order of this Court, December 22, 1910, 
deliver to the complainants the possession of Lot No. nineteen (19) 
in Square 2709, Saul's Addition to the City of Washington, more 
particularly described in the Bill of Complaint filed herein. 

227 3. That the said receivers pay out of the funds in their 
hands the indebtedness secured by the second Deed of Trust 

upon the property described in the foregoing paragraph of this de¬ 
cree, as well as the necessary costs of procuring and recording the 
release of said Deed of Trust. This decree to be without prejudice 
of any rights of George R. A. Willey against Stone & Fairfax, In¬ 
corporated. 

4. That the said receivers pay to the said George A. Stormont the 
sum of $85.22, received from Stone and Fairfax, Incorporated, and 
representing the amount received by said Stone and Fairfax from 
said George T. Stormont in excess of the amount chargeable to him 
in the settlement made by him for said property. 

5. And that said receivers further pay to the said George T. Stor¬ 
mont the sum of Three Hundred and Twenty (320) Dollars, being 
the amount collected by said receivers as rent for the property des¬ 
cribed in paragraph numbered two of this decree, less the interest ac¬ 
crued after October 18th, 1910 and the costs of renewing the loan of 
Thirty-five Hundred (3500) Dollars, secured by the first Deed of 
Trust upon said premises, the said interest and costs so paid by said 
receivers being the sum of $209.83 and the payment of $75.25 in¬ 
terest from June 10th, 1910. to October 18th, 1910, on said loan 
is hereby ratified. 

0. And that said receivers shall further pay to the said Lizzie Lee 
Willey the sum of Seventy (70) Dollars, being the aggregate amount 
of two payments made by her upon the second Deed of Trust referred 
to and described in paragraph numbered three of this decree. 

And it is further adjudged and decreed, that the compensation to 
the receivers appointed as aforesaid, be, and it is hereby fixed at the 
sum of $130.00. 

And it is further adjudged and decreed, that the said receivers 
shall pay to the said George R. A. Willey any balance which may 
remain of the funds in their hands after deducting the 

228 amount of the foregoing payment and the costs of this suit 
and that upon making said payment the said receivers be 

and they are hereby discharged. That the said complainants shall 
have judgment against the said defendants for their costs of this 
action and execution therefor. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 

From the foregoing decree the defendants noted an appeal in open 
court, which appeal was allowed and bond fixed at $1000 to act as a 
supersedeas. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 

229 Memorandum. 

4 

September 18, 1911.—Bond on appeal approved and filed. 
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Opinion of the Cowrt. 

Filed September 26, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

No. 29717. In Equity. 

G. T. Stormont et al. 
vs. 

G. R. A. Willey et al. 

No. 29785. In Equity. 

Lizzie Lee Willey 
vs. 

G. T. Stormont et al. 

% 

Stormont owned a house in the northeast section, and Willey a 
house in the northwest. Each had negotiations with Stone and 
Fairfax, real estate agents, looking to a sale of his property. Willey 
authorized Stone and Fairfax to exchange his house for Stormont’s 
house and a sum of money, with the understanding between Willey 
and Stone and Fairfax that the latter should sell the Stormont 
nouse for Willey within thirty days for a stated sum. Stormont 
executed a deed of his house to Willey and put it in the hands of 
Stone and Fairfax who made a sale of the Stormont house to Wash¬ 
ington and then called on Willey to execute to Washington 
230 a deed of the Stormont house and to execute to Stormont a 
deed of Willey’s house. This Willey, at first, refused to do, 
but on being threatened with a law suit by Stone and Fairfax, he 
did execute the deeds and left them with Stone and Fairfax. Stor¬ 
mont had paid to Stone and Fairfax the boot money he was to pay, 
raising a part thereof by borrowing of Stone and Fairfax and giving 
them a second trust on the Willey house at a time before the Willey 
house had been deeded to Stormont. Washington paid the cash 
part of the price of the Stormont house to Stone and Fairfax and 
Stone and Fairfax claim commissions from all three parties, and 
questions arise as to whether they were acting as agents for one or 
the other party in the various deals. Willey, after executing said two 
deeds, declined to go further, and notified Stone and Fairfax not to 
put the deeds on record, claiming that he was to receive more for 
the Stormont house than Stone and Fairfax had obtained. Then 
Willey executed and caused to be recorded a deed to his sister of the 

E lace he had already deeded to Stormont, his sister claiming that she 
ad furnished a small part of the purchase money when the place 
had been bought originally. Willey never made any specific offer 
to put Stormont or Washington in statu quo, although he expressed 
himself as ready to do something if the matter could be adjusted. 
Now there are two suits here. Stormont is suing Willey and his 
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sister to have the deed from Willey to his sister set aside as a cloud 
on the title; and Willey’s sister is suing Stormont and Washington 
and joining her brother as a defendant, asking to have her brother’s 
deed to Stormont set aside and to have Washington com- 
231 pelled to reconvey the Stormont place to Stormont. Stone 
and Fairfax are not parties to either suit. The suits have 
been consolidated and the testimony has been taken. Stormont is 
occupying his old plate under an oral lease from Washington. 
Willey and his sister are still occupying the Willey place, but Stor¬ 
mont has brought ejectment against them and that action is pending. 

In this state of affairs it appears to the court that the rights of the 
parties to this case cannot be adjusted without leaving questions open 
between them and Stone and Fairfax which seriously affect the equi¬ 
ties involved here. If the deed to Stormont shall be set aside and 
Washington be required to give up his purchase and convey to 
Stormont, that will indeed give Stormont his old place and leave 
Willey and his sister in control of the Willey place. But how will 
Stormont and Washington respectively, stand with Stone and Fair¬ 
fax? Can they get what they have paid in? Will Stone and Fair¬ 
fax assent to the decree and relinquish their claim to commissions? 
Whatever rights Willey may have against Stone and Fairfax, he 
has put himself in such relation to this matter by executing the vari¬ 
ous deeds that he cannot throw upon Stormont and Washington the 
burden of a litigation with Stone and Fairfax. Miss Willey stands 
in no better position than her brother. The deed was executed to 
her without her previous knowledge and she had sufficient notice 
of the equities involved. It was the act of Willey himself and done 
mainly in his own interest. The deed to her should be set a«ide and 
her bill dismissed. Willey should be left to settle his rights with 
Stone and Fairfax as he may be advised. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 


232 Directions to Clerk for Preparation of Transcript of Record. 

Filed September 27, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont et al. 
vs. 

George R. A. Willey et al. 

The Clerk will please make up the record for the Court of Appeals 
on the appeal herein taken and include the following papers and 
pleadings: 

1. Bill and Exhibit. 

2. Answers of Defendants, George R. A. Willey and Lizzie L. 
Willey. 

3. Replication. 
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4. Order appointing Receivers. 

5. Depositions and Exhibits on behalf of plaintiffs. 

6. Depositions and Exhibits on behalf of defendants. 

7. Report of Receivers. 

8. Final decree with notice of appeal. 

9. Opinion of Justice Stafford. 

10. Notice of filing of appeal bond and approval. 

11. Designation as to Transcript. 

RALSTON, SIDDONS & RICHARDSON, 

Attorneys for Plaintiff. 
IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

Attorney for Defendants. 
STANLEY I). WILLIS, 

Attorney for Richard Washington. 


233 Bill of Complaint. 

Filed November 22, 1910. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont, Richard Washington, George R. A. 

Willey, and Beatrice Stormont, Defendants. 

To the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, holding an 

Equity Court: 

Plaintiff states as follows: 

1. That she is a resident of the District of Columbia, and brings 
this suit in her own right. The defendants are also residents of said 
District and are sued in their own right, the defendant Beatrice 
being the wife of George T. Stormont. 

2. In July 1908 the defendant George R. A. Willey purchased 
lot 19 in square 2709 in “Saul’s Addition to the City of Washing¬ 
ton,” District of Columbia, and took title thereto in his own name, 
the plaintiff contributing in cash to the purchase of said property 
the sum of $504.75, and that amount was actually used by the de¬ 
fendant Willey in making the cash payment on said property, with 
the understanding and agreement between her and said defendant 
that she should have an interest in said property to that extent, and 
since said purchase she has resided in the house on said lot and is 

, still in possession thereof. 

3. Prior to the month of October 1910, one R. L. Hall, an employ^ 
of Stone & Fairfax, a corporation, began to importune the defendant 
Willey to sell said property, although there was, and is, no reason 
why such sale should have been made as the property had enhanced 
in value since its purchase by reason of the erection of a large num- 

16—2363a 
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her of residences in the locality, and finally as plaintiff is informed 
and believes, and avers the fact to be, it was represented to 

234 said defendant Willey that he could sell said property for 
$1400 in cash and the equity in premises 308 R Street, North¬ 
east, in the District of Coulmbia, which equity could and would be 
sold for $2500 in cash, the purchaser of the property described in 
the second paragraph of this bill to assume a trust of $3500 thereon, 
and as the balance due on the second trust was about the sum of 
$1590, said defendant Willey would receive the sum of $2310, less 
a commission of $180. Thereafter and as the result of the persuasion 
of said Hall, the defendant Willey, as plaintiff is informed and be¬ 
lieves, on the 15th day of September 1910, signed a paper, a copy 
of which is filed herewith as part of this bill, and marked “Plaintiff’s 
Exhibit No. 1,” and that at the time of his signature thereto, plain¬ 
tiff, upon information and belief, avers the fact to be, he understood 
that he was entering into a transaction upon the basis hereinbefore 
set forth. Although the interest of the plaintiff in said property was 
well known to said Hall, she was not asked to sign said paper of 
September 15th, nor did she have any other explanation or any 
different understanding of the matter than that hereinbefore set 
forth. Subsequently in the month of October, as plaintiff is in¬ 
formed and believes, and avers the fact to be, the said defendant 
Willey, who is her brother, was requested to sign deeds, and upon 
his refusal so to do, was threatened orally and in writing, and finally, 
without consultation with counsel under the influence of said threats, 
on October 15, 1910, executed two conveyances, in the office of Stone 
& Fairfax, which, as subsequently developed, conveyed the property 
mentioned in the second paragraph hereof to the defendant Stormont 
and his wife, and said 308 R Street, N. E. by the designation of lot 
27 in square 3574 to the defendant Richard Washington, it being 
now claimed that the defendant Stormont and his wife had previ¬ 
ously made a conveyance of said last mentioned lot to the defendant 
Willey. Said deeds, as plaintiff is informed and believes and avers 
the facts to be, remained in the office of Stone & Fairfax undeliv¬ 
ered, and without the payment or tender to the defendant 

235 Willey of any amount whatever, and on October 20th after 
consulting counsel the defendant Willey executed a deed to 

the plaintiff, which was duly recorded on that day, conveying the 
property, described in the second paragraph of this bill, and on the 
same day said Stone & Fairfax were notified of said conveyance and 
instructed to take Uo step in the matter of the transfer of said prop¬ 
erty. Said conveyance was made for the purpose of protecting the 
rights of the plaintiff and those of the defendant Willey, and plain¬ 
tiff is informed and believes and avers the fact to be that as late as 
October 22nd, the deed so executed by the defendant Willey re¬ 
mained undelivered in the office of Stone & Fairfax, and that the 
officials of that corporation, as well as the defendant George T. 
Stormont, were that day notified that the defendant Willev protested 
against tneir delivery. Notwithstanding this, said deeds were on 
October 24th, recorded among the land records without authority 
or right and against the express warning of the defendant Willey. 
4. Thereafter on October 25th, 1910, the defendant George T. 
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Stormont, with his wife, filed a bill in this court, Equity No. 29717, 
against the plaintiff and said George R. A. Willey for the alleged 
purpose of setting aside the said deed to the plaintiff as a cloud on 
their alleged title, to the property described in the second paragraph 
of this bill, and on the same day the defendant Stormont alone 
filed an action of ejectment on the law side of this court, At Law No. * 
53000 against the plaintiff seeking to recover said last mentioned 
property with mesne profits. Both of said cases will be defended, but 
as the defendant Richard Washington is not a party to said equity 
cause, and cannot be introduced therein by a cross-bill, as plaintiff is 
advised, this proceeding becomes essential for the purpose of preserv¬ 
ing and enforcing the rights of the plaintiff. 

5. Plaintiff avers upon information and belief, the fact to be that 

so far from carrying out the provisions of the paper of Sep- 

236 tember 15th, 19i0, it was proposed to sell the equity in said 

308 R Street for $1100 instead of $2500, so that instead of 

receiving out of the transaction the sum of $2310, less commission, 
the amount stated to be payable to the defendant Willey was about 
the sum of $640, all of which was and is in direct violation of the 
terms of said paper of September 15th, the terms of which, as plain¬ 
tiff is informed and avers the fact to be, were well known to the 
defendant Stormont. 

6. The defendant Richard Washington is the grantee in one of the 
deeds executed by thede fendant Willey under the circumstances 
hereinbefore mentioned on said Septembr 15th, and while as plain¬ 
tiff is informed and believes and avers the fact to be, there is on 
record a deed from the defendant Stormont and wife conveying to 
the defendant Willey said 308 R Street for a nominal consideration 
subject to “principal indebtedness of $1400” the deed from the de¬ 
fendant Willey to said Richard Washington conveyed said prop¬ 
erty for a like nominal consideration and subject to no incumbrance 
whatever, and that as the equity in said 308 R Street under the terms 
of said paper of September 15th, could only be sold for $2500, and 
as said Richard Washington claims to have purchased the said 
equity for $1100, and as he, as plaintiff is informed and believes 
and avers the fact to be, had full notice and knowledge of said paper 
of September 15th, he had no right to take said deed and record the 
same. 

7. Plaintiff does not know whether the defendant Richard Wash¬ 
ington is the real purchaser of said 308 R Street, or whether his name 
was used for the purposes of transfer and as a basis for the claim that 
a sale had been actually made, but as plaintiff is informed and be¬ 
lieves and avers the fact to be, said Richard Washington and all 
others concerned can be placed in their former position, and to that 
end the deeds from said defendant Willey to said Stormont and 
Washington, respectively, should be set aside. 

8. Since the conveyance to plaintiff of said 1403, she paid the 

$35 instalment on account of the second trust thereon, which 

237 fell due on October 30th, 1910. 
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Prayers. 


Wherefore plaintiff prays as follows: 

1. That the defendant Stormont may be enjoined during the 
pendency of this suit and permanently thereafter from prosecuting 
the ejectment suit known as At Law No. 53000. 

2. That the deed from the defendant Willey of September 15th, 
1910 to said Stormont and wife be set aside. 

3. That the defendant Washington be required to answer the 
following interrogatories, but answer under oath as to these in¬ 
terrogatories is expressly waived: 

A. For what price and upon what terms do you claim to have 
purchased said premises 308 R Street? 

B. What payments, if any, did you make on account thereof, 
when, how and to whom? 

C. What conveyances, if any, have you executed in respect to 
said property? 

D. Who, if anyone, acted as your Agent in the matter? 

E. What agreement, if any, was made and entered into between 
you and your co-defendant Stormont? 

4. That upon the setting aside of the deed by the defendant 
Willey of said 1403 said defendant Washington may be required 
to reconvey said lot on R Street to the defendant Stormont upon 
reimbursement by him with respect to any sums paid by said 
Washington on account thereof. 

5. That plaintiff may have such other and further relief as the 
nature of the case may require. 

To which end plaintiff prays for process against the defendants 
named in the caption requiring them to appear and answer the 
exigencv of this bill. 

LIZZIE LEE WILLEY. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

Attfy for Plaintiff. 


238 District of Columbia, ss: 

I, Lizzie Lee Willey, do solemnly swear that I have read the 
foregoing bill, by me subscribed, and know the contents thereof, 
and that the facts therein stated, upon my personal knowledge, are 
true, and those therein stated, upon information and belief, I be¬ 
lieve to be true. 

LIZZIE LEE WILLEY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 22nd day of November 
1910. 

J. R. YOUNG, Cl’k, 

Bv F. E. CUNNINGHAM, 

Aw’t Cl’k , 
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239 Plaintiff's Exhibit No. 1. 

“Washington, D. C. Sep. 15, 1910.” 

The contract to sell my house, No. 1403 Del-afield Street, North¬ 
west, taken in part payment for the equity in No. 308 R Street, 
Northeast, and Fourteen hundred Dollars ($1400) in cash, is 
hereby ratified. I agree to convey the property according to the 
terms of a contract made with George T. Stormont, with the un¬ 
derstanding that Stone & Fairfax are to dispose of house No. 308 
. R Street, Northeast, for Twenty-five hundred dollars ($2500) 
equity in cash, inside of thirty days from this date. I further agree 
to pay Stone & Fairfax One Hundred and eighty Dollars ($180) 
commission.” 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY, 

1403 Delafield Pl. N. W. 

240 Filed December 15, 1910. 

‘ In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont, Richard Washington, George R. A. 

Willey and Beatrice Stormont, Defendants. 

Answer of Defendant Richard Washington. 

To that portion of the bill of complaint requesting discovery, the 
answer of the defendant, Richard Washington, to so much of the 
bill of complaint herein filed, to wit, prayer No. 3, as requests dis¬ 
covery from him, respectfully shows to the Court: 

1. Answering interrogatory A of paragraph 3 of said prayers, 
this defendant states that, on September 28, 1910, acting in this 
behalf through H. L. Rust, Esquire, his agent, he entered into a 
contract to purchase premises No. 308 R Street, Northeast, upon 
the following terms: a. deposit of $100.00 in cash to be applied 
as part payment; price of property $2660.00 net; terms of sale, pur¬ 
chaser to assume existing deed of trust of $1400.00 at five percent, 
due October 26, 1910, balance of $1260.00 to be paid in cash, prop¬ 
erty sold free of encumbrance except aforesaid trust of $1400.00; 
title to be good record title; interest on trusts, rents, insurance and 
taxes to be adjusted to date of transfer; examination of 

241 title and conveyance at cost of purchaser; contract made 
subject to consummation of trade of above property now 

under contract. That said contract was signed on said 28th day of 
September 1910, and is now in the possession of the attorney for 
your defendant who will permit the inspection of the same by any 
of the parties to this cause or their attorneys. 
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2. Answering interrogatory B of said third prayer, this de¬ 
fendant states that the payments made by your defendant on ac¬ 
count of the purchase of said premises, were as follows: One Hun¬ 
dred (100) Dollars cash on account paid to Stone & Fairfax, agents 
on September 28, 1910; amount paid Stone & Fairfax on final set¬ 
tlement October 19, 1910, Three and 15/100 (3.15) Dollars in 
adjustment of water rent paid in advance, and cash balance due on 
said purchase after deducting from the purchase price Seventeen 
and 50/100 (17.50) Dollars and interest accrued to date of trans¬ 
fer, and Seven and 19/100 (7.19) Dollars taxes accrued to date of 
transfer, the sum of Eleven Hundred. Thirty-eight and 46/100 , 
(1138.46) Dollars. That your said defendant was ready and will¬ 
ing to make full settlement in accordance with the terms of his 
contract of sale within fifteen davs from its date, but did not settle 
until October 19, 1910, because of the inability of said Stone & 
Fairfax to deliver deed for said premises. 

3. Answering interrogatory C of said prayer, this defendant 
states that he has not executed any conveyance with respect to said 
property, nor has he entered into any contract or agreement to 
execute any conveyance in respect to said property. 

4. Answering interrogatory D of said prayer, this defendant 

states that H. L. Rust, Esquire, acted as his agent in the 
242 matter of the purchase of said premises. 

5. Answering interrogatory E of said prayer, this de¬ 
fendant states that he has neither made or entered into any agree¬ 
ment whatever with the co-defendant Stormont, nor with any party 
whatsoever acting for or in behalf of said Stormont. 

And your defendant further states that he paid to his agent, 
H. L. Rust, Esquire, the sum of Forty (40.00) Dollars commis¬ 
sions in the matter of the purchase of said property and other costs 
and charges for the title, etc. 

And having answ T erm <7 said bill of complaint in so far as he is 
advised, this defendant prays that he may be hence dismissed with 
his costs and charges in this behalf sustained. 

RICHARD WASHINGTON. 


District of Columbia, ss: 

Richard Washington, being first duly sworn on oath, deposes 
and says that he has read the foregoing answer by him subscribed, 
and that the facts therein stated upon knowledge are true, and 
those stated upon information and belief, he is informed and be¬ 
lieves are true. 

RICHARD WASHINGTON. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 12th day of December 
A. D. 1910. 

[seal.] GEO. CALVERT BOWIE, 

Notary Public D . C. 
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243 Demurrer of Defendant Richard Washington. 

Filed December 15, 1910. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

♦ * * * * * * 

This defendant by protestation, not confessing or acknowledging 
all or any of the matters and things in said bill of complaint con¬ 
tained to be true except in so far as the same are set forth in his 
answer accompanying this demurrer, demurs to the said bill and 
to the whole thereof, except to the discovery prayed in the Plaintiff’s 
prayer No. 3, and says that the said bill of complaint is bad in sub¬ 
stance and for cause of demurrer shows: 

1. That the said plaintiff, Lizzie Lee Willey, has no right, title 
or interest with relation to the sale and conveyance to this defend¬ 
ant, Richard Washington, which entitles her to the relief prayed 
against your said defendant. 

2. That said bill of complaint fails to state any cause of action 
of the plaintiff against your said defendant. 

Wherefore, and for divers other good causes of demurrer prayed 
in said bill, this defendant demurs thereto and prays the judgment 
of this Court whether he shall be compelled to make any further or 
other answer to said bill and that he may be hence dismissed with 
his costs and charges in this behalf most unreasonably sustained. 

STANLEY D. WILLIS, 

Solicitor for Defendant Richard Washington. 

244 Decree. 

Filed December 23, 1910. 

******* 

This cause coming on to be heard upon the demurrer of the de¬ 
fendants Washington and George T. Stormont and having been 
argued by counsel, it is this 23d day of December, 1910, adjudged, 
ordered and decreed by the court that said demurrer be overruled 
without prejudice to the right of the defendants to present the ques¬ 
tions raised on said demurrer at the final hearing, with leave also, to 
the defendants to answer in ten days. And it is further ordered 
that this cause be consolidated with Equity No. 29,717 in this court. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, 

Justice. 

245 Answer of George T. Stormont. 

Filed January 7, 1911. 

******* 

This defendant, George T. Stormont, hereby expressly reserving 
his right to object to the defects and imperfections apparent from 
said bill of complaint, for answer thereto says: 
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1. He admits the allegations of the first paragraph of said bill. 

2. Answering the second paragraph of said bill, this defendant 
says that he is not definitely informed as to the matters and things 
therein set forth but upon information and belief, he denies the 
allegations of said paragraph, and particularly the allegation that 
there was any agreement between the plaintiff and the defendant 
Willey that plaintiff should have an interest in said property. 

3. Answering the third paragraph of said bill of complaint, this 
defendant denies the allegations therein contained. 

4. Answering the fourth paragraph of said bill, this defendant 
admits the allegations therein contained. 

5. Answering the fifth paragraph of said bill of complaint, this 
defendant states that he is not informed as to the facts therein 
alleged, and demands strict proof thereof. That this defendant had 
no knowledge of the said paper of September 15th, and did not 

know of its existence until after October 21, 1910. 

246 6. Answering the sixth paragraph of said bill of complaint, 

this defendant admits that there is on record a deed from 
this defendant and wife, conveying premises No. 308 R Street to 
the defendant Willey, and a deed from the defendant Willy to 
said Richard Washington, conveying the same premises as alleged 
in said paragraph. He denies, however, that said Richard Wash¬ 
ington claims to have purchased the equity in said premises for 
$1100.00, and upon his information, alleges that said Richard 
Washington purchased said premises for the sum of $2660.00, sub¬ 
ject to an encumbrance of $1400.00, and also upon information and 
belief, he denies that said Richard Washington had notice or knowl¬ 
edge of the said paper of September 15, 1910. 

7. Answering paragraph seven, this defendant states that said 
Richard Washington was the real purchaser of said 308 R Street, 
and bought the same in good faith; that the trade and sale of the 
premises described in said bill of complaint, had been completed 
and fully executed and the deeds conveying the same delivered prior 
to October 20, 1910, when the defendant Willy executed and re¬ 
corded the deed to the plaintiff described in said bill of complaint, 
and this defendant denies that it was possible to place all parties 
concerned in their former position. 

8. Answering the eighth paragraph of said bill, this defendant 
says that he is not informed concerning the facts therein alleged 
and demands proof thereof. 

GEORGE T. STORMONT, Defendant. 
RALSTON, SIDDONS & RICHARDSON, 

Attorneys for Defendant. 
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247 Filed January 12, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

In Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Plaintiff, 

vs. ; 

George T. Stormont et al., Defendants. 

Supplemental Answer of Defendant Richard Washington . 

This defendant, hereby reserving his right to object to the in¬ 
sufficiencies and defects apparent from said bill of complaint, never¬ 
theless, for answer thereto, supplementing his answer heretofore filed 
in this cause, says: 

1, 2, 3, 4. Answering the first four paragraphs of said bill of com¬ 
plaint, this defendant states that he is not informed as to the mat¬ 
ters therein alleged, and if material demands strict proof thereof. 

5. Answering the fifth paragraph of said bill of complaint, this 
defendant states that the sale of said premises No. 308 R Street was 
made under the circumstances and conditions, and for the amounts 
set forth in his answer heretofore filed herein. 

6. Answering the sixth paragraph of said bill of complaint, this 
defendant admits that he is the grantee in said deed executed by 

the defendant Willey, and that there is a deed conveying 

248 said premises from the defendants, Stormont and wife, to 
the defendant Willey, as alleged in said paragraph. He de¬ 
nies that he had any notice or knowledge of the said paper of Sep- 
temper 15, 1910. 

7. Answering paragraph seven of said bill of complaint, this de¬ 
fendant states that he is the real purchaser of said 308 R Street; 
that he had completed the purchase of said premises, and paid the 
purchase price therefor prior to October 20, 1910, without notice 
that there was any objection by said defendant Willey to the terms 
of sale; that he settled for said premises through his agent, H. L. 
Rust, Esq., who completed said transaction with Stone & Fairfax, 
incorporated, the agent of said Willey, who executed to the agent 
of this defendant, as evidence of their authority to act for the de¬ 
fendant Willey, the deed of said defendant Willey to this defend¬ 
ant, fully executed and ready for delivery; that he paid to them 
the full purchase price agreed upon, and accepted the deed which 
was thereupon delivered to his agent aforesaid; that said deed was 
by this defendant, acting through said Rust, his agent, left in the 
hands of said Stone & Fairfax after the completion of the transac¬ 
tion for the purpose of having said Stone & Fairfax record the same 
with the other documents pertaining to the same transaction, and 
this defendant denies that said Stone & Fairfax had any other duty 
with respect to said deed after he had paid his purchase price for 
said property, and completed the transaction, other than to record 

17—2363a 
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the said deed pursuant to his instructions given to them at the time 
of the settlement. 

RICHARD WASHINGTON, 

Defendant. 

STANLEY D. WILLIS, 

Attorney for Defendant. 


249 Separate Amnver of George R. A. WilUy. 

Filed January 16, 1911. 

V / 

******* 

The Separate Answer of the Defendant George R. A. Willey to the 
Bill of Complaint of the Above-named Plaintiff. 

This defendant admits the allegations of the Bill of Complaint so 
far as he has personal knowledge thereof to be true, and those as 
to which he has information and belief only he believes to be true. 

This defendant is informed that this cause has been consolidated 
with Equity Cause No. 29,717 in this Court, and he prays that the 
answer filed by him in said Equity No. 29,717 may be taken as his 
answer to the bill in this cause. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY. 


District of Columbia, ss: 

I, George R. A. Willey do solemnly swear that I have read the 
foregoing answer, by me subscribed, and know the contents thereof, 
and that the facts therein stated upon my personal knowledge are 
true and those therein stated upon information and belief I believe 
to be true. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 16th day of January, 
1911. 

[seal.] EDMUND CARRINGTON, 

Notary Public, D. C. 


250 • Replication. 

Filed January 18, 1911. 

******* 

The plaintiff hereby joins issue on the answers of the defendants 
George T. Stormont, Richard Washington and George R. A. Willey. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

Atfy for Plaintiff. 
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261 Filed January 20,1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

In Equity. No. 29786. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont et. al., Defendants. » 

Answer of Beatrice Stormont Defendant. 

This defendant, Beatrice Stormont, hereby expressly reserving 
her right to object to the defects and imperfections apparent from 
said bill of complaint, for answer thereto says: 

1. She admits the allegations of the first paragraph of said bill. 

2. Answering the second paragraph of said bill, this defendant 
says that she is not definitely informed as to the matters and things 
therein set forth, but upon information and belief, she denies the 
allegations of said paragraph, and particularly the allegation that 
there was any agreement between the plaintiff and the defendant 
Willey that plaintiff should have an interest in said property. 

3. Answering the third paragraph of said bill of complaint, this 

defendant denies the allegations therein contained. 

262 4. Answering the fourth paragraph of said bill, this de¬ 
fendant admits the allegations therein contained. 

5. Answering the fifth paragraph of said bill, this defendant states 
that she is not informed as to the facts therein alleged, and demands 
strict proof thereof; that she had no knowledge of the existence of 
said paper of September 15th until after October 20, 1910. 

6. Answering the sixth paragraph of said bill of complaint, this 
defendant admits that there is on record a deed from this defendant 
and husband, conveying premises No. 308 R Street to the defendant 
Willey, and a deed from the defendant Willey to said Richard Wash¬ 
ington, conveying the same premises as alleged in said paragraph. 
She denies, however, that said Richard Washington claims to have 
purchased the equity in said premises for $1100.00, and upon her 
information, alleges that said Richard Washington purchased said 
premises for the sum of $2660.00, subiect to an encumbrance of 
$1400.00, and also upon information and belief, she denies that said 
Richard Washington had notice or knowledge of the said paper of 
September 15, 1910. 

7. Answering paragraph seven, this defendant states that said 
Richard Washington was the real purchaser of said 308 R Street, 
and bought the same in good faith; that the trade and sale of the 
premises described in said bill of comolaint, had been completed and 
fully executed and the deeds conveying the same delivered prior to 
October 20, 1910, when the defendant Willey executed and recorded 

the deed to the plaintiff described in said bill of complaint, 
253 and this defendant denies that it was possible to place all 
parties concerned in their former position. 
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8. Answering the eighth paragraph of said bill, this defendant 
says that she is not informed concerning the facts therein alleged 
and demands proof thereof. 

BEATRICE STORMONT, 

Defendant. 

RALSTON. SIDDONS & 
RICHARDSON, 

Attorney - for Defendant. 

District of Columbia, 

Beatrice Stormont, being first, duly sworn on oath deposes and 
says that she has read the foregoing answer by her subscribed; that 
the facts therein stated upon knowledge are true, and those stated 
upon information and belief, she is informed and believes to be 
true. 

BEATRICE STORMONT. 

Subscribed and sworn to before me this 19th dav of January, A. D. 

1911. 

[seal.] F. A. COLFORD. 

Notary Public , D. C. 


254 Replication. 

Filed January 24, 1911. 

******* 

The plaintiff hereby joins issue on the answer of the defendant 
Beatrice Stormont. 


TRVTNCt WTLLTAMSON, 

A tty for Plaintiff. 


Petition. 


Filed August 24, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

G. T. Stormont et al. 
vs. 

G. R. A. Willey et al. 
and 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey 
vs. 

G. T. Stormont et al. 

To the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia, holding an equity 
court: 7 

The petition of Lizzie Lee Willey respectfully represents: 
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1. That she is one of the defendants in equity cause 29,717, above 

referred to, and is the plaintiff in equity No. 29,785, men- 

255 tioned in the caption, which causes have been consolidated by 
an order heretofore passed, and your petitioner files this peti¬ 
tion as plaintiff in said equity cause No. 29785. 

2. The two causes mentioned in the caption hereof were argued 
before Justice Wendell P. Stafford, as consolidated, and submitted 
for decision. Said Justice filed a written opinion on August 23rd, 
1911, directing the setting aside of the deed referred to in equity 
No. 29,717 and the dismissal of the bill in equity No. 29,785, and in 
said opinion, reference to which is here made, mention is made of 
the fact that Stone & Fairfax, referred to in the pleadings in evi¬ 
dence, are not parties, and therefore with unsettled question as be¬ 
tween the defendant George R. A. Willey and said Stone & Fairfax, 
the defendant Richard Washington could not be restored to his for¬ 
mer position. No decree has yet been signed. 

3. At the time of the filing of her bill, as shown by the averments 
thereof and the record, the fund remained in the hands of Stone & 
Fairfax and petitioner believed that a decree in her favor would 
result in said Richard Washington being restored to his said original 
position and would have the right to demand and receive from said 
Stone & Fairfax the entire amount turned over by him to the former, 
and the fact is as petitioner is informed and believes that said fund 
still remains in the hands of Stone & Fairfax and has never come 
into possession of the receivers. 

4. In view of the decision of Justice Stafford as shown by his 

opinion, petitioner avers that in order to enable the court to 

256 adjust the proper mode and measure of relief, she should now 
be permitted to make Stone & Fairfax which is a corporation, 

a party defendant to said bill in equity No. 29785, that her failure 
to do so in the first instance was not for the purpose of vexation or 
delay, but solely for the reason set forth in the third paragraph of 
this petition, and that in view of said decision an amendment of the 
bill in said cause making said Stone & Fairfax, Inc., a party de¬ 
fendant would enable the court to settle the rights of all concerned, 
and the matter of the proposed amendment is material. 

Petitioner further says that she tenders herself ready to submit to 
such term as may be imposed by the court for speeding the cause. 

Prayers. 

Wherefore petitioner prays as follows: 

1. That an order may be passed permitting her to amend the bill 
in said equity cause No. 29785, by making said Stone & Fairfax, 
Inc., a party defendant thereto, and that upon the coming in of its 
answer and after the taking of such additional evidence as may be 
proper, said cases as consolidated may be heard and determined. 

2. That petitioner may have such other and further relief as the 
nature of the case may require. 

LIZZIE LEE WILLEY, 

By IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

L , Attorney. 


184 GEORGE R. A. WILLEY ET AL. VS. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

» 

Irving Williamson being duly sworn, deposes and says that he is 
the attorney for the petitioner named in the foregoing peti- 
257 tion, and that the facts stated in said petition are true to the 
best of his knowledge and belief. Further he says that thi$ 
application for leave to amend is not made for the purpose of vex¬ 
ation or delay; that the matter of the proposed amendment is ma¬ 
terial, and the petition is filed in good faith. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON. 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 23rd day of August, A. D. 


1911. 


J. R. YOUNG, 

Clerk, 

By R. P. BELEW, 

Asst. Clerk. 


Order Dismissing Petition. 

Filed August 29, 1911. 

******* 

This cause coming on to be heard upon the petition of Lizzie 
Lee Willey the plaintiff in said cause No. 29785 which said petition 
was filed August 24, 1911, and having been argued by counsel and 
considered, it is by the court this 29th day of August 1911, ad¬ 
judged and ordered that the prayers of said petition be denied, and 
said petition dismissed. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 


258 Decree. 

Filed August 29, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Wtlley, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont, Richard Washington, George R. A’. Wil¬ 
ley, and Beatrice Stormont, Defendants. 

This cause coming on for final hearing upon the pleadings and 
testimony filed herein, and being argued by the solicitors for the re¬ 
spective parties, it is by the Court, this 29th day of August, 1911, 
Adjudged, ordered and decreed, 

That the said Bill of complaint be, and it is hereby dismissed 
with costs. 


WENDELL P. STAFFORD. Justice. 
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Prom the foregoing decree the plaintiff appealed in open court, 
which appeal was allowed and bond for costs fixed at $100.00. 

WENDELL P. STAFFORD, Justice. 
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Notice as to Approval of Bonds. 

Filed September 15, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont et al. 
ys. 

George R. A. Willey et al. 


And 

» 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey 
vs. 

George T. Stormont et al. 

Please take notice that on Monday September 18th, 1911 at 10 
o’clock, a. m., or as soon thereafter as counsel can be heard, I shall 
present to the Justice then holding court, in the City Hall, for ap¬ 
proval the supersedeas bond to the Court of Appeals in the penalty of 
one thousand (1000) dollars in Equity No. 29717 and the cost bond 
in the penalty of one hundred (100) dollars to the Court of Appeals 
in Equity No. 29785. S’aid bonds are signed by the principals and 
are both executed by the Bankers Surety Company, a corporation, 
whose resident agents are Clark, Prentiss & Clark, and the office of 
said agents is in the National Metropolitan Bank Building on 15th 
Street between F and G Streets, Northwest, Washington, D. C., 
said surety being a corporation under the law of the State of Ohio, 
and said bonds being given on the respective appeals taken in 
260 said cases by the defendants in the former case and the plain¬ 
tiff in the latter case, which said appeals are noted on the de¬ 
crees passed therein. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

A tfy for Defts in Eq. No. 29717 and 
for Pl’f in Eq. No. 29785. 

September 14th, 1911. 

To Messrs. Ralston, Siddons & Richardson, Att’ys for Pl’ffs in Eq. 
29717 and Certain Defts in Eq. No. 29785. 

District of Columbia, ss: 

George R. A. Willey being duly sworn deposes and says that on 


Septem 


ge it. i 
her 14, 


1911, about 1:05 o’clock P. M. he served the original 


m 
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of the foregoing notice on Mr. W. E. Richardson of the firm of 
Ralston, Siddons & Richardson at the office of said firm in person. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY. 


Sworn to and subscribed before me this 15th day of September 
1911. 


J. R. YOUNG, Clerk, 
By F. W. SMITH, 

Aw’t Clerk. 


Memorandum. 

September 18, 1911.—Bond on appeal approved and filed. 

261 Directions to Clerk for Preparation of Transcript of Record. 

Filed September 27, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont et al., Defendants. 

The Clerk will please make up the record for the Court of Appeals 
on the ap}>eal taken herein and include the following papers and 
pleadings: 

1. Hill and Exhibits. 

\ x />. Demurrer of Geo. T. Stormont. 

2. Answers of defendants, George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stor¬ 
mont. 

3. Demurrer and answer of defendant Richard Washington. 

4. Decree overruling demurrer and consolidating this case with 
No. 29,717. 

5. Answer of defendant George R. A. Willev. 

6. Supplemental Answer of defendant Wasfiington. 

7. Replications. 

8. Petition of Lizzie Lee Willey. 

9. Order overruling petition. 

10. Final decree with notice of appeal. 

11. Notice of filing appeal bond and approval. 

12. Designation as to transcript. 

STANLEY D. WILLIS, 

Attorney for Richard Washington. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

Atfy for Plaintiff. 
RALSTON, SIDDONS & RICHARDSON, 
Attorneys for Defendants Oeo. T. & Beatrice Stormont. 
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262 Filed Oct. 30,1911. J. R. Young, Clerk. 

* 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont et al. 
vs. 

George R. A. Willey et al. 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey 
• vs. 

George T. Stormont et al. 

Consolidated. 

Assignment of Errors by Appellants in Equity No. 29717 and by 

Appellant in Equity No. 29785. 

Assignment in Equity No. 29717. 

1. The court erred in passing the decree of August 29, 1911. 

2. The court erred in, by said decree, setting aside the deed of 
October 19, 1910, from George R. A. Willey to Lizzie Lee Willey, 
and requiring the Receivers, theretofore appointed in said cause, to 
deliver possession of the property conveyed by said deed to the plain¬ 
tiff Stormont. 

3. The court erred in, by said decree, directing said Receivers to 
pay the debt secured by the second trust on said premises out of the 
funds in their hands, and in directing them to pay to said Stormont, 
out of said funds, the sums of $85.22 and $320. and the costs of said 
cause. 

4. The court erred in refusing to dismiss the Bill of Complaint 
and in its findings and conclusions as set forth in the written opinion 
of Justice Stafford. 

Assignment in Equity No. 29785. 

1. The court erred in refusing to grant the prayers of the petition 
of Lizzie Lee Willey, filed August 24,1911, and in passing the order, 
based on said petition, refusing said relief. 

2. The court erred in refusing the relief prayed for in the Bill of 
Complaint, and in passing the final decree of August 29, 1911, dis¬ 
missing the same. 

3. The court erred in its findings and conclusions as set forth in 
the written opinion of Justice Stafford. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON. 

Attorney for Appellants , 
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[Endorsed:] Equity No. 29717. Equity No. 29785. Consoli¬ 
dated. George T. Stormont et al. vs. George R. A. Willey and Lizzie 
Lee Willey vs. George T. Stormont, et al. Assignment of Errors. 
Filed Oet. 80, 1911. J. R. Young, Clerk. 


263 Order Extending Time to File Transcripts. 

Filed October 31, 1911. 

In the Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

Equity. No. 29717. 

George T. Stormont et al. 

V8. 

George R. A. Willey et al. 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey 
vs. 

George T. Stormont et al. 

Consolidated. 

On motion of defendants in Equity No. 29717, and of the plaintiff 
in Equity No. 29785, it is by the Court this 31st day of October, 
1911, adjudged and ordered that the time for the defendants in said 
first mentioned cause and of the plaintiff in said second mentioned 
cause to file the record or records of the appeals in said causes into the 
Court of Appeals l>e and the same is hereby extended until Novem¬ 
ber 15th, 1911. 

WRIGHT, Justice. 

We consent 

RALSTON, SIDDONS & RICHARDSON, 

Solicitors for Stormont et al. 


264 Supreme Court of the District of Columbia. 

United States of America- 

District of Columbia, ss: 

I, John R. Young, Clerk of the Supreme Court of the District of 
Columbia, hereby certify the foregoing pages numbered from 1 to 
263, both inclusive, to be a true and correct transcript of the record, 
according to directions of counsel herein filed copies of which are 
made part of this transcript, in Equity Causes Nos. 29717 and 29785, 
Consolidated, wherein George T. Stormont et al. are Complainants 



GEORGE 1*. STORMONT NT AL. 13d 

and George R. A. Willey, et al. are Defendants, as the same remain 
upon the files and of record in said Court. 

In testimony whereof, I hereunto subscribe my name and affix the 
seal of said Court, at the City of Washington, in said District, this 
13th day of November, 1911. 

[Seal Supreme Court of the District of Columbia.] 

JOHN R. YOUNG, Clerk. 

Endorsed on cover: District of Columbia Supreme Court No. 
2363. George R. A. Willey et al., appellants, v. George T. Stormont 
et al. And No. 2364. Lizzie Lee Willey, appellant, v. George T. 
Stormont et al. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed Nov. 
14, 1911. Henry W. Hodges, clerk. 
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ADDITION TO RECORD PER STIPULATION OF COUNSEL. 


Court of Appeals, DistrictofColumbia 

JANUARY TERM, 1912. 


No. 2363. 

GEORGE R. A. WILLEY AND LIZZIE LEE WILLEY, 

APPELLANTS, 

V8. 

GEORGE T. STORMONT AND BEATRICE STORMONT, 

AND 

No. 2364. 

LIZZIE LEE WILLEY, APPELLANT, 

V8. 

GEORGE T. STORMONT ET AL. 


APPEAL FROM THE 8UPREME COURT OF THE DISTRICT OF 

COLUMBIA. 


FILED FEBRUARY 3, 1912. 


Court of Appeals, District of Columbia, January Term, 1912. 

No. 2363. 

Gbobge R. A. Willey and Lizzie Lee Willey, Appellants, 

vs. 

George T. Stormont and Beatrice Stormont, 

and 

No. 2364. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Appellant, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont, Beatrice Stormont, Richard Washington, 

and George R. A. Willey. 

Stipulation. 

It is hereby stipulated and agreed that the demurrer of George T. 

Stormont, defendant in Equity No. 29786, a copy of which is hereto 
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attached, which said demurrer was omitted from the transcript of rec¬ 
ord, shall be printed with this stipulation, and be considered a part of 
the record in this cause. 

And it is further stipulated and agreed that the portion of Ex¬ 
hibit G. R. A. W. No. 7, which was omitted from the transcript, and 
which is attached to this stipulation, shall also be printed with said 
stipulation and be considered a part of the transcript of record in 
said causes. 

IRVING WILLIAMSON, 

Attorney fctr Appellants. 

J. H. RALSTON, 

F. L. SIDDONS, 

WM. E. RICHARDSON, 
STANLEY D. WILLIS, 

> Attorneys for Appellees. 

Exhibit G. R. A. W. No. 6. 

(Reverse Side.) 


Return to 

The Second National Bank of Washington, 
if not delivered in 5 days. 


Washington 

Jun (Stamp) 
30 6.30 PM 
1910 
D. C. 


Mr. Ralph L. Hall, 

1342 New York Ave. N. W., 

Washington, D. C. 


In the Supreme Court of the District of Coumbia. 

Equity. No. 29785. 

Lizzie Lee Willey, Plaintiff, 
vs. 

George T. Stormont, Richard Washington, George R. A. 

Willey, and Beatrice Stormont, Defendants. 

Demurrer of Defendant George T. Stormont. 

This defendant by protestation, not confessing or acknowledging 
all or any of the matters and things in the bill of complaint herein 
filed to be true, demurs to said bill and to the whole thereof, and say3, 
that the said bill of complaint is bad in substance and for cause of 
demurrer shows: 

1. That said bill of complaint does not state any cause of action 
against the defendant Richard Washington, and that the complain¬ 
ant and the defendants to said bill of complaint other than said 
Richard Washington are, as appears from the said bill of complaint, 
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parties to another cause pending in this Court, to-wit, Equity No. 
29,717, wherein the same questions are being litigated, and the said 
complainant*, Lizzie Lee Willey, as a party to said last named Equity 
cause should have presented her claims by answer or cross-bill in said 
Equity cause 29,717. 

2. That said bill of complaint fails to state any cause of action 
to the plaintiff against your defendant. 

Wherefore and for other good causes of demurrer apparent from 
said bill this defendant demurs thereto and prays the judgment of 
the Court whether he shall be compelled to make any further or other 
answer to said bill, and that he may be hence dismissed with costs. 

RALSTON, SIDDONS & RICHARDSON, 
Attorneys for Defendant George T. Stormont . 

[Endorsed:] No. 2363. George R. A. Willey, et al. appellants vs. 
George T. Stormont et al., and No. 2364. Lizzie Lee Willey appel¬ 
lant vs. George T. Stormont et al. Addition to Record per Stipula¬ 
tion of Counsel. J. H. Ralston, F. L. Siddons, W. E. Richardson, 
H. T. Winfield. Ralston, Siddons & Richardson, Attorneys and 
Counsellors at Law, Washington, D. C. Bond, Building, Fourteenth 
St. and N. Y. Ave. Court of Appeals, District of Columbia. Filed 
Feb. 3, 1912. Henry W. Hodges, Clerk. 
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